EVI DENTI ARY HEARI NG
BEFORE THE
CALI FORNI A ENERGY RESOURCES CONSERVATI ON
AND DEVELOPMENT COMM SSI ON

In the Matter of:

Docket No.
00- AFC-1

Application for Certification
M rant Delta's Contra Costa
Power Project

N N N e

CALI FORNI A ENERGY COMM SSI ON
HEARI NG ROOM A
1516 NI NTH STREET
SACRAMENTO, CALI FORNI A

WEDNESDAY, APRIL 25, 2001
2:05 p.m

Reported By:
Val orie Phillips
Contract No. 170-99-001

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



COMM TTEE MEMBERS PRESENT

Wlliam J. Keese, Chairman, Presiding Member

M chal C. Moore, Comm ssioner, Associate Menmber
Terry O Brien, Conm ssioner Advisor

Mel i ssa Jones, Comm ssioner Advi sor

Garret Shean, Hearing Officer

STAFF PRESENT

Li sa DeCarl o, Staff Counsel

Cheri Davis, Project Manager

Priscilla Ross, Public Advisor's Office
APPLI CANT

Emlio E. Varanini
Li vingston & Mattesich

Mark Harrer, Project Director
| NTERVENOR

Tony Chapman, Sportsmen's Yacht Club

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



I NDEX

Page

Proceedi ngs 1
I ntroducti ons 1
Openi ng Comment s 2
Uncontested Itens

W TNESSES

Appl i cant

MARK HARRER

Direct Exam nation by M. Varanini 6
Cul tural Resources 14
Vi sual Resources

W TNESSES

Appl i cant

MARK STREHLOW

Direct Exam nation by M. Varanini 24

Rebuttal Testimony 103

VALORI E ZAMBI TO

Direct Exam nation by M. Varanini 32

Rebuttal Testimony 104

STEPHEN R.J. SHEPPARD

Direct Exam nation by M. Varanini 41

Rebuttal Testimony 101

St af f

W LLI AM KANEMOTO

Direct Exam nation by Ms. DeCarl o 45

Direct Exam nation Resumed, Ms. DeCarlo 67

Direct Exam nation Resumed, Ms. DeCarlo 70

Rebuttal Testimony 113

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



I NDEX

Vi sual Resources (continued)
W TNESSES
St af f
W LLI AM WALTERS

Page

Direct Exam nation by Ms. DeCarl o

Direct Exam nation Resumed,

Rebuttal Testimony

I ntervenor Conmment

Ms. DeCarl o

Thomas Chapman, Sportsnen's Yacht Club

Publ i ¢ Comment

M ke Boyd, CARE

Joseph Hawki ns, Pittsburg
Adj our nnment

Certificate of Reporter

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON

(916) 362-2345

54
115

121

123
130
136
137



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

PROCEEDI NGS

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Call this
hearing on the Contra Costa Power Project to
order.

I'"'mBill Keese, Chair of the -- of this
Commi ttee. Commi ssioner M chal Moore will be
joining us shortly.

To nmy far right is Terry O Brien, ny
advi sor, and our Hearing Officer, Garret Shean.

As we start here, could we have the
parties identify thenmselves, please, starting with
the Applicant.

MR. HARRER: Mark Harrer, M rant
California LLC.

MR. VARANINI: |I'm Gene Varanini. |'m
with the Law Firm of Livingston and Mattesich, and
I'm project counsel for Mrant Contra Costa LLC

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Staff, please.

MS. DeCARLO: Lisa DeCarlo, Staff
counsel for the Energy Conm ssion

MR. KANEMOTO: W Il iam Kanenot o,
consul tant for the Energy Conmm ssion

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Thank you. And
I will mention here that you have to get within

about an inch or two of these m crophones to make
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them work, so it seems |like you're going to
swal l ow it, but you've got to get up there.

MR. WALTERS: Wl liam Walters
consultant with the Energy Conm ssion

MS. DAVIS: Cheri Davis, Project Manager
for this case for the Energy Conm ssion.

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Thank you.

Do we have any Intervenors, please.

MR. CHAPMAN: Tony Chapman, Sportsnmen's
Yacht Cl ub.

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Thank you.

Do we have any representative of
government agenci es?

Seeing none, this is a largely
uncontested case. M. Shean, would you take over,
pl ease.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Thank you, M.
Chai r man.

Let me also indicate that we are
operating a teleconference hookup so that other
parties or interested public, either fromthe
Contra Costa area or, | guess, technically,
anywhere within the State of California, can be
participating in the proceeding.

There are a couple of things | would
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like to do prelimnarily, and then we will nove to
taki ng the uncontested decl arations, which will

| argely be the AFC and the data responses fromthe
Applicant, and the FSA and its supplement fromthe
Staff.

Let nme indicate that part of our
pur pose, since the Comm ttee Workshops were
conducted in the |ocal area, has been to process
this case with the enhancement or nodification
offered by Mrant, in the tineline that would
ot herwi se have applied to this case, which
basi cally means concluding it during the nonth of
May in order to make the 12 nonths.

In order to do that, the Comm ttee put
out an order directing the Staff and inviting the
Applicant to propose draft | anguage for the
Presiding Menmber's Proposed Decision. What we
ultimtely worked out with -- within the agency
here is to have Aspen, which has acted as a
consultant in various proceedings for the
Comm ssion Staff, offer the services of enployees
who are not directly related to this particular
proceedi ng, to assist in that.

They have done so, using the format that

was used in the Huntington Beach case and the

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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Mount ai nvi ew case. And | have received an
el ectronic copy of that today.

What | propose to do, and | have burned
two di sks, one here for the Applicant and another
one for M. Chapman, is to offer themto you so
that you can review them and see if -- basically,
if you find that there are any sort of gross
m st akes. I think what we sort of envisioned,
given the time that is available to us, is to get
the Presiding Menber's Proposed Decision issued
and served on Monday, which will be April 30th.

I have no illusions, given that
extremely limted anount of time, that we can turn
out the kind of product that we think is 99.9
percent perfect. But | think the major point is
we -- what we want to try to avoid is any gross
either errors of fact or m sstatements of fact
that would turn any revisions of the PMPD into a,
quote, revised PMPD under the regulations, which
woul d kick in an extension of the 30-day review
peri od.

So that's the purpose in offering this
to you, and if you can, please turn it around and
give us any -- me any conments by nmy e-mail

address any time up until probably noon on Sunday.
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So with that, let's move now to the
uncontested matters. And then what | propose to
do with respect to the Visual Resources issue, and
this is pretty nmuch imted to the cooling tower
plume, is have the parties offer essentially a
direct and rebuttal presentation, and only if it
appears necessary to the Commttee do we think we
need to be involved in extensive cross
exam nation.

It appears, from our reading of the
docunments which are before us, is that we have a
general understanding both of the Staff's position
and the Applicant's position. W understand that
this is a conbination of a modeling exercise and
the best professional judgnment as to what wil
occur. As -- as well as some -- to sone degree, a
reflection of the historical records of the
met eor ol ogi cal conditions at the site. And that
cross exam nation is probably not going to give us
the kind of conclusive information that is
significantly better than the information we'l]l
get fromthe direct and rebuttal presentations by
each party.

So that's what we kind of plan at the

moment. So let's begin now with the Applicant and

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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the presentation on its uncontested matters.
MR. VARANINI: We call M. Mark Harrer.
And he needs to be sworn.
HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Al'l right.
(Thereupon Mark Harrer was, by the
Reporter, sworn to tell the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but
the truth.)
TESTI MONY OF
MARK HARRER
called as a witness on behalf of the Applicant,
having first been duly sworn, was exam ned and
testified as follows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR. VARANI NI :

Q M. Harrer, would you tell the Commttee
what your background is, and what your
responsibilities are with Mrant?

A I'"'mthe Project Director for the Contra

Costa project.

Q And what's your academ c training?
A I''m a mechani cal engi neer
Q And what experience have you had with

power plants before you were retained and enpl oyed

by Mrant?

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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A | operated -- | was a General Manager
and operated several plants, worked in business
devel opment, have been in the industry for about
12 years.

Q And |'m going to read off a |ist of
materials, and |'m going to ask, for each of them
and | think you can withhold your answer until |
get done, but what I'd ask you, then, is whether
they were prepared by you or under your
supervi si on.

The first is the Application for
Certification for Contra Costa Power Pl ant
Project, and it is 1/31, 2000.

A Yes.

Q The Applicant's Air Quality and Public
Heal th nmodeling files, provided by disk on 3/23,
2000.

A Yes.

Q The Applicant's Application for Renewal
of the NPDES permt, California 0004863, 4/03,
2000.

A Yes.

Q The Applicant's response to information
requested from the BAAQMVMD for Application Nunber

1000, authority to construct, on 4/18, 2000.

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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A Yes.

Q The Applicant's supplemental information
response to CEC Data Adequacy Request,
confidential designation, of 4/18, 2000.

A Yes.

Q The Applicant's application for
authority to construct, submtted to the BAAQMD on
March 3rd, 2000, responses to information on 5/04,
2000.

A Yes.

Q The Applicant's Revision 5, Milti-
Speci es Habitat Conservation Plan of 6/30, 2000.

A Yes.

Q The Applicant's address change of 7/20,
2000.

A Yes.

Q Applicant's request for confidential
treatnment of offset information on response to
CEC' s Data Request Number 3, of 8/18, 2000.

A Yes.

Q The Applicant's visual renderings, KOP's
Nunber 2, 4, 7 and 8, in response to Data Request
Nunbers 61 through 75, 8/18, 2000.

A Yes.

Q The Applicant's response to CEC Dat a

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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Request Set 1, Numbers 1 through 118, of 8/18,
2000.

A Yes.

Q The Applicant's supplemental information
regardi ng em ssions offsets of 9/13, 2000.

A Yes.

Q The Applicant's supplemental response to
the Staff's Data Requests Numbers 104, 105, of
9/ 15, 2000.

A Yes.

Q Application for confidential designation
pertaining to operation costs associated with
alternate cooling technol ogies, of 9/18, 2000.

A Yes.

Q Applicant's responses to CEC Data
Request dated 9/15, 2000.

A Yes.

Q They were filed 10/13, 2000.

Applicant's response to Data Request Number 164,
by di sk, on 10/18, 2000.

A Yes.

Q Applicant's response to CEC Data Request
dated 9/15, 2000, Appendix C, Determ nation of
Eligibility for the Contra Costa Plant and

corrected replacenment pages on 10/20, 2000.

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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10
A Yes.
Q Applicant's information re aquatic

filter barrier water flow, the volume figure, on

11/ 06, 2000.
A Yes.
Q Applicant's comments on the Prelimnary

Staff Assessnment 12/15, 2000.

A Yes.

Q Applicant's responses to CEC Data
Request, Set 3, Number 168 and 182, dated 2/02,
2001.

A Yes.

Q Applicant's response to CEC Data Request
Number 176, 2/05, 2001.

A Yes.

Q Noti ce of name change of Applicant and
owner, on 2/07, 2001.

A Yes.

Q Applicant's response to CEC's Data
Request, Set 3, Numbers 171 and 176, on 2/09,
2001.

Yes.

Q Applicant's submttal of enhanced site

plan, air quality impacts analysis, 4/9, 2001.

A Yes.

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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Q Applicant's response to i nformation
requested at FSA Workshops on sound | evels and
response to CEC questions on 4/12, 2001.

A Yes.

Q And Applicant's Air Quality modeling
file for the enhanced site plan, 4/13, 2001.

A Yes.

Q Is all this informati on correct or true,

to the best of your know edge?

A It is.
Q And are you able today to support moving
this -- these materials into evidence?
A I am
MR. VARANI NI : I nove all the follow ng

materials into evidence, and to the extent there
are any questions, M. Harrer is available for
Cross exam nation

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. I's there
objection to adm ssion into evidence of the itens
listed by M. Varanini?

MS. DeCARLO:. No objection.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. It will
be adm tted, then.

MR. VARANI NI : We have four other pieces

of information that we're trying to submt to the

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

12
record today, and they are various pieces of
materi als that were requested, and that we are
filling in the blanks.

BY MR. VARANI NI :

Q And M. Harrer, are you famliar with
the letter dated March 28th, 2001, fromthe
Applicant to the Army Corps of Engineers,
regarding permt for aquatic filter barrier?

A I am

Q And are you also famliar with a letter
dated April 23rd, 2001, fromthe Applicant to the
Depart ment of Water Resources, regarding the
effects of DWR punping facilities?

A I am

Q And are you further aware of the
stipul ati on between the Applicant and Sportsnen's
Yacht Cl ub?

A I am

Q And are you further, and finally, aware

of the visual sinmulations requested at the FSA

Wor kshop?
A I am
Q And are those materials true and correct

to the best of your know edge?

A They are.

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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13
Q And are you prepared to sponsor themin

testi nony?

A | am
MR. VARANI NI : I would nove those four
docunents, as well, into evidence.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: I's there
obj ection?

Absent an objection, they're admtted.

MR. VARANINI: And M. Harrer is
avail abl e for any cross exami nation, or any
exam nation by the Conmttee.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Wth that,
think what we'll do is move to the Staff and get
their FSA, and amendments to the FSA in.

MS. DeCARLO: Included in our FSA are
decl arati ons by each of the authors of the
testinmony. So we would just |like to move the FSA
in, the supplenmental testinmony in with that.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Al'l right. So
that's the FSA and -- and this Energy Comm ssion
Staff Supplemental Testinony --

MS. DeCARLO: Yes --

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: -- dated 4/20?

MS. DeCARLO: Yes.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. I's there

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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MR. VARANI NI : No objection.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Hearing no
objection, then the Staff's FSA and the Staff's
suppl emental testinony dated 4/20 are adm tted.

Let me just ask. M. Chapman, did you
have anything you wanted to introduce by way of
evi dence?

MR. CHAPMAN: Not hi ng.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Thank you

All right. Let's nmove on, then, to the
two elenments that | think -- and maybe there'll be
alittle more that will devel op. But
understand, first of all, there's a disagreenment
with regard to these Cultural Resource conditions.
Is that still the case?

MR. VARANI NI: Yes, sir.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. And to
encapsul ate the issue, it is that on Cultura
Resource Conditions 1 through 4, the Applicant's
requesting that the tinmelines for the submttal of
information, which are currently 90, 75 and 60
days, all be reduced to 30, and the Staff has
i ndicated that the reduction to 60 would be al

right with the Staff. I's that --

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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MS. DeCARLO:. Yes, 60 days is fine for
Cultural 1 through 4.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Now, there's a
| ot of the problemrevolved around the Cultura
Resources -- the Mtigation Plan.

MS. DeCARLO:. Yes. The conplexity of
the plan and the I ength of time required to
analyze it, send it back to the Applicant for
revisions, analyze the revisions, until a conplete
document is formed that satisfies Staff.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: W th regard to
the Applicant on this, is there any inmpedinment to
your beginning to file any of these materials
before we actually get to the decision date on the
30t h?

MR. VARANINI: No. W' ve already begun
to file materials. We filed the identification
and qualifications of the -- of the experts that
woul d have stop work authority virtually this --
either today or |ast week, | don't remenmber which
And one of the problems that we're having is that
in order to have a -- a start date in June, we
need to have the various plans and instructions to
personnel approved as quickly as possible.

One of the factors that -- we realize

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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the Staff's under a | ot of pressure, they have a
| ot of work to do, but one of the -- one of the
situation elements here is a bit different, in
that nost of the plant is going in on fill, and
the fill is going to be basically repositioned and
then the -- the bulk of the plant will go down on
fill, rather than going into new excavation or --
or properties that were previously potentially
asset driven.

So from our perspective, you know, we
have a -- a real crisis here, | think, that the
Comm ssion, the Commttee's going to have to
solve, and that is if you want us to get going as
qui ckly as possible, then I think there has to be
some additional help to the Staff in order to turn
these approvals around. And it'll take us,
estimate now, about five to ten working days to
get the bulk of the materials in to the Staff.

That puts already past the start date for
construction that we'd like to -- that we'd |ike
to hit.

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: So you're --

you still have a problemwith the Staff's dates?
MR. VARANI NI : It pushes us back about
30 days on -- on the nobilization and start date,

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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or --
PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: That woul d be
if you didn't file until the decision canme down.
MR. VARANI NI : No. It's if we file
within -- we already filed on the qualifications,
and we will file within ten days on the -- on the

pl ans and the various detailed work that the Staff
wants. But we still will mss the current start
date by about 30 days.

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Well, as |
understood it, it's the difference between 30 and
60 days, isn't that the --

MR. VARANINI: That's correct.

MS. DeCARLO: |If | can enphasize that
just because we have the 60 days in there does not
mean that Staff will take 60 days to review. |f

the Applicant provides us with a perfect copy of

the plan and Staff will be able to review it in a
short time, no iterations will be necessary, and
they'll be able to approve it and the Applicant
can start. The 60 days just gives us the | eeway

to send it back for iterations, if it is not
perfect.
RESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Okay. I owill

say | -- | thought you did a noble job of

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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attempting to establish, on behalf of Staff, that
if we use your dates the Applicant can bank on it
and start construction the next day. And if we
use any other date, the Applicant can't bank on
it.

But 1'm having -- seeing concrete dates
slip, I -- I'"mnot sure how an applicant can bank
on any date we really give them so | don't -- |
really don't see how a date that you're giving us
is -- is that sacred.

However, | believe | would give quite a
bit of weight to the fact that Applicant can apply

before we've issued a ruling and start the clock

runni ng.

We' Il take this under consideration, and
I will consult with Comm ssioner Moore on this.
And we'll come up with an answer.

MS. DeCARLO:. Thank you.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: | should
i ndi cate, however, when we were working on sonme of
the innovations in the process that applied to
both this case and the Mountainview, one of the
questions asked was whet her or not we could have
model plans of some of these routine plans that

have to be submtted. The Cultural Resource plan

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

19

is one of them the -- to sonme degree, the
Bi ol ogi cal plan, and there are other plans, so
that we could basically have model plans which any
applicant could refer to and do whatever m ni mum
custom zation is needed, so that the kind of
timeframe and the specialized work from case to
case is not necessary, if we can get all the
el ements of nmost of the plans we've had subm tted
to date pulled together and used as -- as a public
resource.

But anyway, we'll take the matter under

subm ssion, and have our decision reflected in the

PMPD.

Wth that, why don't we nove to the
Vi sual Resource issue, and we'll begin with the
Applicant. And what we'd like to do is have

essentially your affirmative presentation, and
we'l|l probably then go to the Staff for its
affirmative presentation, and then back to you for
a rebuttal presentation.

MR. VARANINI: 1'd |ike to make kind of
a generalized opening statenment to -- to give you
our perspective on what we think the issue is.

When we originally reviewed the Staff's

Vi sual Resource analysis and its concerns, we

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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realized that there was a significant interest in
dealing essentially with the Yacht Club. And we
were in a situation where pointblank was probably
an understatement in terns of the deployed -- our
facility and the private, yet publicly used
facilities of the Sportsmen's Yacht Cl ub.

What the conpany did was it took a hard
| ook at that situation. The Staff was very
hel pful, and the Hearing Officer was -- kind of
assisted in directing us to consider our options.
And -- and we noved our project back several
hundred feet, and got it away fromthe -- the
literal perimeter of the property and attenpted,
really, to come to grips with what we thought the
fundanmental potential inpact question was.

We didn't do that lightly. 1It's -- it's
an expensive situation. It takes real effort, and
redesign efforts. We were really heartened by the

fact that the Staff worked very closely with us,

and did, | think, a heroic effort on analyzing the
movement of the -- of the site facilities, and
some of -- particularly some of the key facilities

which required being remodel ed, in the air area,
in particular.

It's nmy understanding, we'll put our

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345
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witness on in a second, that there -- really, the
remai ni ng i ssue today is focused on the kind of
resi dual visual impacts that come fromthe cooling
towers of the facility, and their relationship to
both the i nmediate environment and then kind of
the mddle view, or m ddl e ground.

Our witnesses, we have three witnesses
today. The first witness is going to talk about
t he nmodeling, and how the nmodeling is both
difficult and, in some ways, full of
consternation. And that, effectively, his
evidence is going to attenpt to show you that the
model s are not as exact as one would want for
pur poses of making the very narrow and limted
calls on a 55 day hour, or a 120 hour i npact
regime from potential plume inpacts, and that --
and other concerns and consternations about the
model .

Our second witness is going to talk
about what things are crossed and what types of
activities or actions can or could be taken in
terms of where we are and what the results are for
pur poses of attenmpting to re-engineer or redesign
the plant. It's not a sinple matter, as it may

appear on first blush, in ternms of controlling
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plumes or controlling other externalities, if we
get into a situation where we either have to
repl ace equi pment, or we have to depl oy equi pment
and then go through the purgatorial experience of
seeing whether it works and then redepl oyi ng new
equi pment after the fact.

And | think that it's one thing to talk
about cooling towers; it's another thing to talk
about backpressures, and redesign of the turbine
in the first place.

So that our position, and | think we'l
try to denonstrate it as best we can, is that for
a very narrow set of values, we will have rea
financial efficiency, and, in fact, increased
em ssi ons exposure.

And then finally, our visual expert wil
talk a little bit about clouds. | remenber --
don't remember whether Euripides or which of the
Greek poets wrote the poem "Cl ouds", but today,
he'll discuss the -- the discounting of the visua
i mpact of the plume in a cloud environment, with
some inmplication about how the situation degrades
froma potentially significant situation to a |ess
significant situation, to a de m ninmus situation

And that's really what our case is al
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about. It's -- it would be funny, and a
triviality, except it's not funny, because on the
front end of this, the redesign and redepl oyment
of machines run into the mllions of dollars. And
the inplications are you have to run the machi nes
richer, which gets you into a situation where
effectively you are producing nmore criteria
em ttants and pollutants to have | ess water vapor
in the air.

And those are the kinds of things, of
course, that you're charged with deciding and --
and bal ancing out. And with that, 1'Il call our
first witness, Mark Strehlow, who's with URS
Cor por ati on.

And he needs to be sworn.

(Thereupon Mark Strehl ow was, by

the Reporter, sworn to tell the

truth, the whole truth, and

not hi ng but the truth.)

TESTI MONY OF

MARK STREHLOW
called as a witness on behalf of the Applicant,
havi ng been first duly sworn, was exam ned and
testified as follows:

Iy
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DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR. VARANI NI :

Q Now, M. Strehlow, would you identify
who you are and who you work for, and what your
background is for the Conmttee, please?

A My name is Mark Strehl ow. I work for
URS Corporation. | am an engineer, and | am
testifying on behalf of Mrant Corporation.

Q And what is your actual educational
background?

A I am a chem cal engi neer by degree, and
by PE registration in the State of California.

Q And could you give the Commttee a --
just a very short precis on your experience, types
of projects that you've worked on.

A Essentially, | have been involved with
perform ng environmental analyses on proposed
power plants, going back to the late 1970's.

Q And do you have a document before you
that's your testinony in this case?

A | do.

Q And how many pages is that?

A Four pages.

Q And was this prepared by you or under

your direction?
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A Yes.
Q And is it true and accurate to the best
of your know edge?
A It is.

MR. VARANI NI : I don't know whet her you
want me to nove it into evidence now or go through
the process first.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Let's do that.

MR. VARANINI: Okay. |1'd like to have
his testimony nmoved into evidence.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. First, is
there objection to qualifying M. Strehlow as an
expert?

MS. DeCARLO:. No objection.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: And is there
objection to adm ssion of his testimony into
evi dence?

MS. DeCARLO:. No objection.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: It's admi tted.

BY MR. VARANI NI :

Q And, M. Strehlow, could you give the
Comm ttee a very short summary of the work you
were asked to and what the results of that work
entail ed?

A The Applicant is proposing a wet cooling
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tower for this project, and my testi nmony deals
with the nodeling of the visible plume associated
with that tower, and some of the meteorol ogical
aspects of the data that was used in that
model i ng. And my concl usi ons, based on review of
the user's manual of the model, and review of the
out put of the nodel, is that in the extremes at
the margins on the far end, in terns of the | ong
plume | ength which we are tal king about in this
case, you know, up in the last few percentages,
that this nodel seems to be over predicting plume
| engt h.

Q And do you have an exanpl e of that, that
the -- kind of a layman's exanple for the
Comm ttee to indicate what you nean by over

predicting at the margin?

A Well, I'"mquoting fromthe factory
user's manual. For visible plume length -- in
this manual, it was called the ANL model, for

Argon National Labs, who are the authors.

I'"I'l start again. For visible plunme
Il ength the ANL nmodel predicts within a factor of
two for an acceptable prediction within the limts
of modeling and data uncertainties in

approximately 60 percent of all field cases
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tested.

It goes on to say, our nodel calibration
procedure reveal ed that a significant decrease in
the nunber of very bad predictions could come at
the price of a slight decrease in the number of
very good predictions. Our calibration procedure
was aimed in part at assuring only a small number
of very -- very poor predictions.

It says that although this is only on
par with the top models in ternms of the single
statistic, the ANL nodel is much | ess prone to
over or under predict, e.g., nore than a factor of
five in error, than the other nmodels tested.

MR. VARANINI: He's available for cross
exam nation, or questions fromthe Conmm ttee.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Do you have any
cross first? Do you want to do this as cross, or
do you want to -- are you agreeable to the
presentation of affirmative cases and affirmative
cases. Do you have anything you want to ask of
hi n?

MS. DeCARLO: That's fine.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Al'l right. So
just so | can understand --

MR. VARANI NI : M. Shean, he has one
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ot her example --

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Sure.

MR. VARANINI: -- that m ght be hel pful,
since if we're not going to -- | think it's
probably hel pful not to play cross exam nation --

MS. DeCARLO: | just want to qualify ny
answer. As |long as the Applicant agrees to do the
same.

MR. VARANI NI : Sure.

MS. DeCARLO:. Okay.

MR. VARANI NI: He has another -- 1| think
a good exanple of what he's tal king about.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: All right.

MR. VARANINI: And then | think then we
can bring our next witness on.

BY MR. VARANI NI :

Q Why don't you go ahead and just give the
exampl e, Mark.

A All right. This exanple was based on a
model i ng run that was done at 7,500 kil ogranms per
second, which is the anticipated air flow fromthe
cooling tower proposed by the Applicant.

This nodel was run using what we're
calling the CEC version of the SACTI nodel, which

was provided to URS el ectronically, approximtely
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a week ago Monday, | believe.

The nmodel actually takes all the
met eor ol ogi cal conditions and tries to fit them
into ranges of potential occurrences. And in this
case, they found 35 or 36 different occurrences of
met eor ol ogi cal data. It then conmes up with a
cal cul ati on of what the plunme size should be for
each one of these cases, and then it | ooks at how
frequently these cases persist in the
met eor ol ogi cal dataset, and conmes up with a
probabilistic determ nation of how | ong these
pl umes, or how high or how | arge these plunes are.

So one of the cases in this exanple,
fromthis -- fromthis model run, was a
met eor ol ogi cal case where they say if the wind is
bl owi ng parallel to the |long axis of the cooling
tower -- a cooling tower is a two cell by five
cell array, essentially with a long axis pretty
much fromthe northwest to the southeast -- so if
the wind's blowing parallel to that in this one
met eor ol ogi cal case, it says, for exanple, the
plume length is 62.4 meters. Now, with the same
met eor ol ogi cal conditions, except the wind rotates
45 degrees off of that axis, the plume length is

56.7 meters, essentially the same nunber.
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Now, when the wind shifts to be
perpendi cular to that axis, it shifts another 45
degrees to bl ow across the tower, the plume | ength
goes up to 3,446 neters. | cannot explain what
this nodel is doing in that case. It just seens
to be counter-intuitive that you get a 50 to 60 to
70 times length in plume when the wind blows just
90 degrees off fromwhat it was before.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: That's not observed
data; that's nodel ed data.

MR. STREHLOW That's what the model is
predicting. Yes, sir.

BY MR. VARANI NI :

Q And could you tell the Comm ttee what
the -- about the nodeling discrepancy on the flow
rates and what you did to correct that?

A I"msorry. I -- can you please restate
the question?

A Yes. It's my understanding that we --
at one point, the Staff was critical of us because
we used a very large nunmber in ternms of the rate
of throughput in the plume tower, and we | ooked at
their nodel. And what was the result of that?

A Yeah. Originally, in the AFC the flow

was -- was nodeled at 10,500 kil ogranms per second.
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This was an error. The nore reasonabl e number for
this kind of a plant is 7,500 kil ograms per
second. We | ooked at that with respect to sone of
the testinony that M. Walters submtted as a
tabl e of other cooling towers for other plants
that are under active review by the Energy
Commi ssion and its Staff. And he tried to kind of
normalize the emi ssions, or the air flow and
megawatts by comng up with a ratio of megawatts

of cooling divided by the kilograms per second of

air flow.

And we -- we see that the 10,500 is
definitely out of line with that respect, but we
did -- looked at that ratio for the new fl ow of

7,500 kilograms per second, and it is very, very
simlar, that ratio is very, very simlar to the
only other power plant fromthat table that is
sited in the Bay Area. And I'd just like to point
out that cooling tower sizing is very dependent on
climtes.

Q And you had the same general problens

with the nodel with the |ower flow rate?

A VWhen we did the -- if the lower rate is
7,500 kil ograms per second, yeah, the -- the
model , the statements that | had in terms of nmy --
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my assertion that it is over pred
plumes did also occur on that flo
MR. VARANI NI : Thank yo
avail abl e for questions fromthe
HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN:
there are none. Why don't we go
wi t ness.
MR. VARANI NI : We cal
And she needs to be sworn.
(Thereupon Val orie Zamb
the Reporter, sworn to
truth, the whole truth,
not hi ng but the truth.)

TESTI MONY OF

icting |l arge
w rate.
u. He's
Commi ttee.
Okay. I think

to your next

Val ori e Zambito.

ito was, by

tell the

and

VALORI E ZAMBI TO

called as a witness on behal f of
havi ng been first duly sworn, was

testified as foll ows:

the Applicant,

exam ned and

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MR. VARANI NI :
Q Ms. Zanmbito, could you
Comm ttee who you're enpl oyed by?
A M rant.
Q And what are your dutie

conmpany?
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A I'mthe Director of Engineering.
Q And what is your academ c background?
A I'ma -- | have a Bachelor's of Science

in mechani cal engineering, with a PE in Florida.

Q And could you tell the Commttee, give
them sonme exanples of your current
responsibilities in terms of your engineering
| eader shi p?

A Yes. The Engi neering Departnment is
responsi ble for reviewing the design of our power
pl ants, writing technical specifications, and
supporting the construction start-up efforts, and
| ong-term O&M support for the various facilities.

Q And did you prepare or have prepared
under your direction a docunent called the
Testi nony of Valorie Zanmbito, some, oh, seven or
ei ght pages, that's currently before the
Committee?

A Yes, | did.

Q And is that information true and correct
to the best of your know edge and ability?

A Yes.

MR. VARANINI: We'd like to nmove that
into evidence.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: |s there
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objection to Ms. Zanbito testifying as an expert?

MS. DeCARLO:. No objection.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Obj ection to
adm ssion into evidence of her testinmony?

MS. DeCARLO:. No objection.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: That is
received.

BY MR. VARANI NI :

Q Ms. Zanmbito, could you sunmmarize your
testinmony for the Commttee, and including in it
your assessnents of alternatives and the -- sone
of the planning problens with substituting
equi pment in the field after observation of its
efficacy?

A Yes. Cooling tower plunme beconmes
vi sible when the noisture and the air on the
exhaust side of the cooling tower condenses and
becomes basically visible moisture, visible vapor.
Hybrid cooling tower and dry cooling are two
alternative cooling tower designs that can
mtigate a plune.

We | ooked at the hybrid and dry cooling
tower as conpared to the wet cooling tower, and
realized that there were sone -- there were sone

adverse consequences with the hybrid and dry
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cooling tower, a nunber of -- of different
situations. The predom nant ones were the |oss of
-- or decreased energy output of the facility with
the hybrid and dry cooling, as conpared to the
wet. Also, an increase in fuel usage with the
hybrid and the dry cooling tower, because of a
hi gher heat rate. Consequently, the nore usage of
fuel, higher criteria pollutants being admtted to
the atnosphere.

So we saw that there would be increased
capital costs and increased operations and
mai nt enance costs associated with the hybrid and
dry cooling tower designs, and so therefore we
concluded that we wanted to go with the wet
cooling tower.

And in regards to the question regarding
if we were to install a wet cooling tower and make
modi fi cations later in the cooling tower design
itself, there are a nunmber of changes that would
have to be made, significant changes that would
have to be made in the design of a cooling tower
in going from say, the wet to a hybrid design
And very -- very large capital costs would have to
be expended in order to do that. Schedul e inpacts

in order to do that, downtime on the facility.
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So that -- that would not be sonething
recommended, because it's inherent in the entire
design of the -- of the cooling tower facility
t hat woul d have to be changed.

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Very hi gh,
means?

MS. ZAMBI TO. You're essentially
redesi gning the entire cooling tower, because the
hybrid design has a sensible heat section, and
when you do your initial design you have to take
your sensible heat section |load in combination
with your evaporative cooling |load, so you're
essentially rebuilding the tower. And tens of
mllions, | think, estimted what cooling towers

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Ten -- ten
mllions?

MS. ZAMBI TO. A wet cooling tower is on
the order of about -- 1'd have to check ny
testinmony in terms of what --

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: My question is

basically are we tal king about one mlIlion, five
mllion, ten mllion, or --

MS. ZAMBITO: A -- a nunber -- no, in
excess of five mllion.
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PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Thank you.
COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Over the cost of

the -- of the -- in other words, five mllion to
rebuild -- or ten mllion to rebuild it, and then
five mllion on top of that?

MS. ZAMBI TO. Yes, if you go and instal

the cooling tower, that's at some cost. You would
have an additional in excess of $5 mllion, |
would -- | would guess, to go and nmake the

necessary nmodifications. More inportantly, |
think, is the down time on the facility, because
you woul d have to have that cooling tower out of
service, in other words, the whole plant, Contra
Costa Unit 8 would be out of service during the
time that you would make -- be making those
modi fi cations. And that is significantly nore of
an inmpact.

BY MR. VARANI NI :

Q Ms. Zanmbito, can you tell the Commttee

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Excuse me, M.
Varanini. |If | understand, other than the obvious
job of cooling the condenser and the -- and the
power train system the other goal, | assume, is

to have the return water to the discharge fromthe

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

38
existing units be as |east elevated as possible,
so that within the ternms of your NPDES permt, you
are not adding an inpact fromUnit 8. I's that
correct?

MS. ZAMBI TO: That's correct, sir. And
we were trying to, in |ooking at the cooling
tower, design the best alternative to maxim ze
output, mnimze fuel usage, and -- and be the
most environmentally friendly design. I think we
were pretty creative in |ooking at how we could do
that and not inpact the thermal, adversely inpact
the thermal by going to the discharge of the other
existing units.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: And so that, is
it your view that the design that you currently --
and | 'm sure that there are a couple of other
factors, nunber one would be the physical size of
the -- in order to get the maxi mum cooling that's
consistent with the engi neering needs of the
facility, are questions of size of the cooling
tower, both the number of cells and the flow rates
and things like that. And those issues, of
course, have other inpacts, such as visua
appearance of the -- of the cooling tower, and

things like that.
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Are you satisfied that at the monment the
cooling tower design that you have, both in terns
of its size, its flowrate, and the potenti al
drift and plume that will be created by that, that
you have maxim zed all the elements that you need
to, including maxi m zing the reduction of the
pl ume?

MS. ZAMBITO. W th the wet cooling
tower, M. Strehlow had indicated that the 7500
kil ogranms per second was our design, and yes, it
is. And |ooking at the necessary heat transfer to
return the water back to the condenser to get the
necessary output on the unit that we were | ooking
at, the ten cell cooling tower will do that.

So, yes, | feel adequate -- | feel that
the cooling tower as currently designed, with the
ten cells and the 7500 kil ograns per second, will
adequately address the heat rejection necessary
for the -- for the plant.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: I's there any
ot her feature, configuration or modification for a
wet cooling tower that could be done, in your
m nd, that is only not being done because of
expense or cost, that would mnimze this plume?

MS. ZAMBI TO: No, sir. I don't know of
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anything else we could do with the wet cooling
t ower design and nodify it in any way. The
alternative would be the hybrid. And, as |
i ndi cated earlier, the hybrid would be a | arger --
a |l arger piece of equipnent, and -- and it would
al so provide additional backpressure on the
facility, on the steam turbine, therefore reducing
megawatts and the efficiency, the heat rate
efficiency on the unit.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. M.
Var ani ni

MR. VARANI NI : I don't have any further.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. Thank
you, ma' am

MR. VARANI NI : And our |ast witness is
Dr. Stephen Sheppard. And he needs to be sworn.

(Thereupon Stephen Sheppard was, by

the Reporter, sworn to tell the

truth, the whole truth, and

not hi ng but the truth.)

TESTI MONY OF
STEPHEN SHEPPARD

called as a witness on behalf of the Applicant,
havi ng been first duly sworn, was exam ned and

testified as foll ows:
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DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MR. VARANI NI :

Q Dr. Sheppard, would you tell the
Comm ttee where you're enpl oyed and what your
position is?

A Yes. | am an Associ ate Professor at the
Uni versity of British Col umbi a. |'ve been a
consultant for 25 years. |'m a sub-consultant to
URS.

Q And what's your -- what's your
responsi bility in this particular enterprise?

A I'm | guess, the |lead consultant and
the visual expert on the visual assessnment of the
proj ect.

Q And do you know the -- some of the

experts that have appeared for the Staff?

A Yeah, very well.
Q And have you been a coll eague of theirs?
A Bill and I have worked together for a

nunmber of years in the past, yes. And |I have
known Gary for a while, as well.

Q And did you prepare three pages, called
the Testinony of Dr. Stephen Sheppard, that are
before the Comm ttee today?

A Yes.
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Q And are they true and accurate to the
best of your know edge?
A Yes.
Q And were they prepared by you, or

someone under your control?

A Yes.
MR. VARANI NI : And with that, 1'd nmove
the three pages of testimony into -- into the
record.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Objection to the
wi tness testifying as an expert?

MS. DeCARLO:. No objection.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Objection to the
adm ssion of his --

MR. VARANI NI : What | would suggest is
there are a couple of things we can do. Dr.
Sheppard and | have -- he's been teaching ne quite
a | ot about visual resources over the |last several
nmont hs, and | think what we'd like to do is -- is
to have himgive just his initial conclusions, and
then if there is to be rebuttal, then I think he
woul d enjoy really giving you the full flavor of
hi s background and know edge, in terns of placing
the Staff's concerns and our concerns into a kind

of cal cul us.
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Ot herwi se, | would ask himto give a
more thorough briefing in his opening remarks, if
that were the case

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. But his
testinony is admtted, is that right, wthout
obj ecti on.

MS. DeCARLO:. No objection.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay.

MR. VARANINI: Wbuld you like himto
just give a short summary, and then have a -- nore
of a -- | can't say it --

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Col | oquy? Sure.

MR. VARANI NI : Sorry.

BY MR. VARANI NI :

Q Why don't you go ahead.

A Okay. Essentially, | think our case is
that the CEC Staff have proposed operating
conditions on the plant that Iimt the size of the
plumes at certain frequencies in order to reduce
vi sual inpact and avoid significance of visua
i mpacts.

And | think our argument is that the
definition of those thresholds, the wi ndow of time
in which plumes of such a size that they m ght

constitute a significant inpact, is a little
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restrictive when we take into account the variety
of onsite conditions, particularly cloud cover,
but also inmpacts of visibility and size in
relation to |local |andmarks.

So we feel that the SACTI nodel, which
has been the basis for all the quantitative
predi ctions of plume size and plunme frequency, of
course, does take into account the presence or
exi stence of fog, as defined meteorologically, but
does not take into account cloud conditions. And
the reason that we think clouds are inmportant to
consider is that it does inpact the visua
dom nance and the noticeability and the appearance
of the plumes, to sonme extent.

This probably wouldn't matter too much,
except that the wi ndow of time which the Energy
Comm ssion Staff have defined as the |evel of
significance is already quite small. They're
tal ki ng about 55 hours per year for the daylight,
no fog condition, which we've sort of agreed upon
as being -- or we've tal ked about, anyway, as
bei ng a key threshol d.

So because it's a very finite limt and
quite a high constraint and a small wi ndow, we

wanted to make sure that that wi ndow is
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appropriate and reasonable, and we think when we
take into account other considerations, that
wi ndow shoul d be somewhat |arger than it is.

That's in a nutshell.
HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. I's that
it, fromthe Applicant?
All right. Is the Staff ready?
MS. DeCARLO: We are. Qur two witnesses
will be M. WIIliam Kanempto and M. W I Iliam
Wal ters, and they both need to be sworn.
(Thereupon W IIliam Kanemoto and
Wlliam Walters were, by the
Reporter, sworn to tell the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but
the truth.)
TESTI MONY OF
W LLI AM KANEMOTO and W LLI AM WALTERS
called as witnesses on behalf of Conm ssion Staff,
havi ng been first duly sworn, were exam ned and
testified as follows:
DI RECT EXAM NATI ON
BY MS. DeCARLO:
Q M. Kanenmoto, can you please state your
name for the record.

A Wl liam Kanenot o.
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Q Do you have before you your testimony in
Vi sual Resources fromthe FSA, and the Staff
Suppl enmental Testinmony?

A Yes.

Q Was a copy of your qualifications filed
with the Final Staff Assessment?

A Yes.

Q Do you have any nmodifications or
corrections to the docunents that you are
sponsoring today?

A In Table 6.1 of Condition VIS-6, the
suppl emental testinony, the 10 percent high plume
di mensi on should be changed from 200 meters, or
657 feet, to 210 meters.

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Alittle closer
to the mc, please

MR. KANEMOTO: In Table 6.1 of Condition
VI S-6 of the supplemental testinmony, the 10
percent high plume di mension should be changed

from 200 neters to 210 meters, a typographical

error.
HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: That's on page
59.
BY MS. DeCARLO:
Q Does this correction alter your
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A No.

Q Do the opinions conta
testinony represent your best p
j udgment ?

A Yes.

Q In your analysis of V

did you conclude there would be

47

ined in your

rof essi onal

i sual Resources,

direct significant

measur es?

adverse inmpacts to the environment in the absence
of Staff recomended mitigation

A Yes.

Q Can you pl ease summar

the potential for significant i
A Well, Staff nodeling
t ower vapor plunes indicated th

project specific and cunmul ative

ize where you found
mpact s?

of visible cooling
at significant

i mpacts could

potentially occur to both nearby foreground and

more di stance m ddl e ground vi ew points under

certain climatic and operating
Staff determ ned al so
structures, as seen fromthe Sa
Har bor, the San Joaquin River,
Yacht Club, when taken in conbi
existing views of Units 1 throu

contribute to significant adver
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vi sual inpacts.

Finally, Staff identified a potenti al
for significant project specific and cumul ative
ni ght lighting inmpacts if the project lighting
were not mitigated.

Q And was Staff able to recommend
Conditions of Certification to mtigate for these
i mpacts?

A Yes. To mtigate potential cooling
tower plunme inpacts, Staff proposed Condition VIS-
6, which requires the Applicant to restrict the
size of visible cooling tower plumes of certain
specified frequencies of occurrence, and to
restrict the frequency with which ground huggi ng
pl umes woul d engul f nei ghboring sensitive |and
uses.

Compl i ance with this condition would
reduce both project specific and potenti al
curmul ative plunme inpacts to less than significant
| evel s.

Q Can you please summari ze how you
determ ned the threshold for visual inpact
significance of vapor plunes?

A The threshol ds of visual inpact for

vapor plunes are essentially the same as those
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used for all other aspects of the project, except
that the criteria of time, that is, the frequency
of occurrence of plunmes of varying size, were
i ntroduced to account for the transi ence and
vari abl e character of plunmes.

Briefly, the visual quality and vi ewer
sensitivity of key representative view points are
used to establish an acceptable | evel of project
vi sual dom nance. That is, the visual prom nence,
contrast or ability to demand attention in
relation to its setting. Above that |evel of
vi sual change a project may be considered to cause
a significant inpact.

Two key observer points, or KOPs, as we
refer to them |ocated adjacent to the power
pl ant, the San Joaquin Yacht Harbor and the
Sportsnmen's Yacht Club, were identified as nost
vul nerable to inpact. At these KOPs, numbered
four and nine, existing visual quality was
considered | ow to noderate, and viewer sensitivity
hi gh.

Pl umes were eval uated according to the
size they were predicted to achieve for various
percentages of the time. Specifically, this study

established two key threshol ds of i npact
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significance. Plunes expected to occur for 50
percent of daytime non-fog hours per season were
considered a typical condition, and eval uated
according to the sane thresholds of significance
as structures or other permanent features.

In addition, plumes expected to be
visually dom nant from view points with higher
moderate visual quality or sensitivity for ten
percent of daytime non-fog hours per season were
consi dered significant.

The non-fog criterion elimnates plunmes
under foggy conditions, since these would not
sufficiently -- would not be sufficiently visible
to cause significant inpacts.

The seasonal criterion reflects the fact
that plume formation is highly concentrated by
season, occurring nost prevalently in wnter
Thus, measuring plume inmpacts by annual peri ods
has the effect of artificially diluting the actual
percei ved frequency of the plunes.

Events occurring ten percent of the tinme
represent a reasonable worst case, as opposed to a
wor st case.

Q I's the met hodol ogy used by you in

determ ning the significance of visual plumes used
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by any other agency?

A Yes. The measure of inpact significance
is a function of visual dom nance, |evels of
visual quality, and viewer sensitivity as used by
the Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Forest
Service, who devel oped this approach to visua
assessment .

The thresholds relating to frequency of
pl umes were devel oped by Staff specifically for
the purpose of evaluating power plant vapor
pl umes, according to the rationale described
before and as used on other projects.

Q I's there an absolute quantitative
threshold for determ ning the visual significance
of a plume?

A No, there is no absolute quantitative
threshold for determning the significance of a
plume. Such a threshold can, however, generally
be defined in specific circunstances on a case by
case basis, using this nmethodol ogy.

The visual significance of any visible
i mpact, including those from plunes, is determ ned
in this methodology by its |evel of visual
dom nance -- again, its prom nence or ability to

demand attention -- in relation to features of its

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

52
setting as seen froma particular key view point.
Thus, the threshold for significance of a plume is
not its absolute di mension per se, but its |evel
of prom nence to specific viewers, as a result.

In that sense, broad di mensional thresholds of
significance can generally be defined.

This is how inpacts are defined in Table
6.1 of Condition VIS-6, in relation to key view
poi nts, KOPs 4 and 9, which are the |ocations
likely to be inmpacted the nost.

Q Why was this particular quantitative
approach used in defining inpact significance?

A In this case, this approach was taken
only because the Applicant objected to the setting
of performance threshol ds based upon their own
predi cted plume modeling results, which Staff had
initially found acceptable and | ess than
significant. More typically, Staff would sinply
eval uate predicted plunmes of a specified project
and determ ne their visual domi nance to specific
sensitive viewers in order to identify their
i mpact significance.

Proj ect characteristics which would
determ ne plumes of the proposed project are not

yet known, thus, the need for performance
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t hreshol ds.

Q Now, Applicant has testified that cloudy
days should not be included in a plume inpact
anal ysi s. Is -- in your professional opinion, do
pl umes have the potential to create a significant
vi sual inpact during cloudy days?

A Yes. Both meteorol ogical data for the
project area and field observation showed that
often, during winter, vapor plumes occur during
conditions of high clouds, but high visibility.
The background of the high cloud does reduce
vi sual contrast of plumes. However, this by no
means reduces the contrast of plunes to
insignificant levels. The brightness, color,
moti on, and distinct formof plunes all create a
| evel of contrast sufficient to be perceived as an
i mpact .

This condition was considered in
arriving at the levels of visual dom nance of
project plumes. This is illustrated by some
phot ographs that were taken in the project
vicinity in cloudy winter conditions, which we
could show right now.

These are various pictures taken sort of

at random during winter nornings this year. This
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is the GW plant. Another instance.

So these are all exanples of plunes of
vari ous degrees of prom nence seen against a
background of clouds, cloud deck. | believe it's
clear that under many circunstances, they're quite
vi si bl e.

We were also concerned, this is
particularly the case when considering relatively
| arge plumes seen fromvarying air foreground view
points, as in this particular case. The
background of clouds would not reduce the contrast
of large plumes seen by project neighbors to
insignificant |evels. I ndeed, under noderately
severe events predicted in some Staff plume
model i ng, viewers at KOPs 4 and 9 would have a
difficult time seeing any sky behind the dom nant
foreground pl unes.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON

BY MS. DeCARLO:

Q M. Walters, can you please state your
name for the record?

A Yes, WIlliam Walters

Q Do you have before you your testinmony
entitled Cooling Tower and HRSG Exhaust Vi sible

Pl ume Analysis in the supplemental testinony?
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A Yes, | do.

Q Was a copy of your qualifications
distributed today?

A Yes, it was.

Q Do you have any corrections to the
document you are sponsoring today?

A Yes, | have one typographical to fix.

On page 73, fifth line down, the flow rate
i ndi cated at the beginning of the |line should be
5200, as opposed to 52, 000.

Q Does this correction alter the
concl usi ons reached in your testinony?

A No, it does not.

Q Do the opinions contained in your
testinony represent your best professional
j udgment ?

A Yes, they do.

Q Can you pl ease explain how you conducted
your analysis for this project?

A Yes. We obtained the anal yses performed
by the Applicant, both for the HRSG and for the
cooling tower, and |I essentially re-ran all of
these anal yses, using the same prograns used by
the -- by the Applicant.

For the HRSG analysis, | checked the
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parameters going into the nodel, basically the
design parameters for the exhaust, confirmed they
were in, fact, conservative. And upon review of
that -- their nodeling and the results of ny
model i ng, and with the conservative assunptions
used, we determ ned that the frequency for plumes
occurring fromthe HRSG would be I ess than ten
percent during any particular season. And M.
Kanemot o determ ned that that would be a | ess than
significant inpact.

For cooling towers, we used the SACTI
model to assess inmpacts. The -- when initially
running it, | noticed that the cooling tower
design was very significantly different from
anot her case that | had just run, that had the
exact same heat release ratio, the Mountainview
case, so | brought the question of whether or not
the inlet air flow rate that they had used in that
model i ng anal ysis was correct.

They indicated that the actual inlet air
flow rate could range between that number and
7500. I then ran a 7500 case, and to be conmplete
I ran a 5200 case, just for a bounding analysis,
because at this time | don't have a conplete

design for the cooling tower to be able to verify
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the specific inlet air flow rate.

The results were nodeled for all hours,
dayl i ght hours, daylight no fog hours, and --

MR. BOYD: Yeah, | can hear --

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Pl ease --
pl ease, M ke, we're hearing it also. Thanks.

MR. WALTERS: To continue. W nodel ed
for all hours, daylight hours, no fog hours, and
daylight no fog hours, and presented the results
for each. Upon review of the facility, M.
Kanenot o determ ned that daylight no fog hours,
whi ch are the | east conservative subset of that --
of each of those data ranges, was appropriate for
use in determ ning what would be significant in
terms of plunes.

In addition to running the one year of
Pittsburg met data that the Applicant provided,
obtai ned another met data set from Bay Area Air
Qual ity Managenment District for Bethel 1sland,
which is |ocated approxi mtely eight to ten mles
east of the plant site. That data did not have
fog hours, and | was only able to run all hours
and daylight hours, for a conparison with the
Pittsburg data, since one year of met data may or

may not be representative of the conditions you
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may see in any particular worst case season.
MR. BOYD: Could you have that person
talk up | ouder, please?

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: We'll try.

Just a little closer. Really, when you get up
there, we can hear it. So | guess maybe they can
t 0o.

MR. WALTERS: In analyzing the Bethel
Island data, it appears that the winter tinme all
hours and daylight hours nodeling results show
| arger plumes and a higher frequency than the
Pittsburg data, so there is some question whet her
the Pittsburg data would be representative of the
pl umes.

In analyzing the plumes, we were quite
aware that the SACTI nodel, nuch Iike any other
di spersi on model, in essence, it does provide
conservative results. And we do evaluate that and
consider that in -- in our analysis. The SACTI
model , as M. Strehlow indicated, has normally
about a factor of two, in terms of its accuracy.
That's very consistent with most air dispersion
nodel s, such as ISC, for short term one hour
standard model i ng.

So it's not in any way particularly nore
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i naccurate than other models that we use to make
our Staff determ nations.

BY MS. DeCARLO:

Q Can you discuss the effectiveness of
usi ng SACTI to predict plune sizes?

A As | -- as | indicated there, the nodel,
whi ch was funded by EPRI and desi gned by Argone
Nati onal Lab with some of their consultants, was
field verified, and it did determ ne that it was
the best avail able model that they could find, in
conmparison with several other nodels that are
avail able in the European community. And it does
provi de the best results that we can use.

And we do, in fact, identify those
results which we know are probably not realistic.
But then realizing that even if a 10,000 kil oneter
plume isn't realistic, that particular hour is
still going to have a very long plume, whether
it's 10,000 or 2,000, in relation to the
significance criteria that's well above the --
above those |evels.

Q Now, you stated that Applicant's mass
flowrate is markedly different from other
projects you' ve analyzed. Wiy is this a concern?

A This is a concern because the nodel
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results are very dependent on the air flow rate

that's assunmed. Essentially, what you can -- you
can do is you can take a look. | have a
psychometric chart which shows the different -- a

few different points at which you may start your
di spersion fromthe cooling tower. For
simplicity, |'ve just separated themto be able to
be seen, but you can see that if you were to start
at Point A, it would -- you'd have a much shorter
line to get to the reference condition which is
shown in the | ower |eft-hand point, which in this
case is approximtely 40 degrees Fahrenheit, 80
percent relative humdity, which is not an
uncormmon wi nter time condition for the Contra
Costa area during daylight.

And essentially, as you slide up the
scale there from Points A through C, that's
essentially decreasing the air -- the air flow
rate. So if the air flowrate were to decrease,
you can see that you cross the saturation line a
| ot deeper and -- and the line to get you back to
the saturation line is a lot longer. And while
you can't provide specific correlation with that,
in terms of the actual |length, the -- it

qualitatively is true that you would see a |onger
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| ength of plumes, |larger plumes fromthe C
condition than you would froman A, for the sane
met condition.

Q Now, has the Applicant guaranteed that
their air mass flow rate would be 75007

A I haven't received anything to indicate
that they have a final design that specifies 7500
will be used, particularly under conditions which
are favorable to plunme formation, which would be
the winter time cool high relative humdity
condi tions.

Also -- also provided here is another
i ndi cati on of how the air flow rate changes the
plume prediction. Again, realizing that the
absol ute values here may not be exact, in terns of
what you woul d observe, the relationship in terns
of the -- of the increase in air flow rate
decreasing the plume length are accurate.

Q Now, if the Applicant was unable to meet
the 7500 mass flow rate, would the resulting
plumes from a conventi onal tower below the 7500
mass flow rate exceed Staff's determ ned threshold
of significance?

A Based on our SACTI nodeling results, the

7500 condition actually exceeds the VIS-6
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condition significance, and anything -- any flow
rates below that would just serve to increase the
plume |l engths that are likely to occur at the
facility.

Q Is it feasible to design cooling systens
that would result in no significant plumes?

A Yes. As -- as indicated in Ms.
Zambito's testimony, and in ny testinmony, there
are methods to essentially elimnate plume, or to
mtigate or abate the | engths of plunes. Some of
these would be a hybrid tower, as she indicated,
or air cooling. Also, there are wet/dry towers
which are slightly different than hybrid towers,
that is in some aspects just semantics, that you
basically heat the rel ease point so that you're
not on the saturation curve.

There is a capital penalty for designing
that sort of system but there are a number of
different types of systems, and the difference in
capital cost and the hits in efficiency and
operating cost vary for all of them And the --
they can be designed to mnim ze one or nore of
t hose considerations.

Q I n your professional opinion, would it

be --
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PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Excuse me.
MS. DeCARLO: ©Oh, |'m sorry.
PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Let me foll ow

up on that. You acknow edge that there are
capital cost differences. Do you -- and | heard
there were deficiency, also. Are you -- do you

al so agree that there would be more em ssions?

MR. WALTERS: |If there are any
efficiency hits for a simlar amunt of megawatts
| eaving the plant, there would be a very small
amount of increase in em ssions. The efficiency
hits we're tal king about are --

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Probably the
same degree as the efficiency change.

MR. WALTERS: Yes. Fractions of a
percent. And | guess, to be nore illustrative
rro--

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: So you're
suggesting that these other technol ogi es woul d
invol ve fractions of a percent of efficiency on
the pl ant.

MR. WALTERS: Actually, the one
identified by Ms. Zambito is, | believe, about a
.4 percent change in efficiency. And you could

actually |l ower that with other designs, which my
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increase capital cost penalty.

In particular, the one design that |
eval uated, which was different than -- | would
assunme different than the one Ms. Zanbito
eval uated, was a design called the clear flow
system -- in consultation with that particul ar
vendor, who | won't name unless you ask me to,
because | don't know if | should -- indicated that
in order to get a -- a tower that would have
essentially no plume for a Bay Area source, with a
simlar footprint, what you would have is about a
50 percent capital cost hit, which she esti mated
to be about a mllion, assum ng that the cooling

tower, and just the cooling tower itself, would be

about a $2 million investment.

And again, like |I said, it was about a
50 percent hit. He indicated on -- on their
particul ar systemthere aren't -- really are no
specific noise inpacts, as associated with -- with

that provided in the Applicant's testinmony. And
with their system the efficiency hits only occur
when they actually have to turn on that part of
the system during the summer.

Essentially with their system it's a

wet cooling tower with a dry modul e above. [|f you
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size the wet portion of that to meet -- to neet
the summer tinme needs, you wouldn't turn the dry
part on, and it wouldn't be any real significant
efficiency hits. Efficiency hits occur in
relation to when it is used during winter time.

BY MS. DeCARLO:

Q In your opinion, would it be more
expensive to mtigate for plunme inpacts before or
after the cooling tower is built?

A Well, if there is the potential to have
a significant plume, obviously it would be a Iot
|l ess risk to actually put in the plume abatement
system now, as opposed to having to retrofit a

system that is already designed. So | guess, in

my view, if -- we may di sagree whether we have
significant inpact, but if the -- if the
Comm ssion determ nes that there is a -- or may be

a significant inpact, they should identify the
fact that the cost is cheaper now to put in a
pl ume abating systemthan it would be later.

Q Have you identified any significant
problenms with the Applicant's testinony?

A | identified the fact that the noise
i mpacts that were provided in Ms. Zanbito's

testinony did not have the correct distances from
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the receptor points. These were old numbers that
were provided in the original AFC, and were
replaced quite a while ago

For exanple, to oil mll three, the
di stance, the actual distance is closer to 3500
feet fromthe new | ocation for the cooling tower,
as opposed to the -- which would result in a
significantly | ower inpact. And the distance to
oil mll five is also a nuch -- much | arger now
with the new location. |t would be nore |ike 700,

800 feet. The inportance of that being that the

-- you get a -- a six decibel reduction for every
doubling of distance from-- from a source

So the actual noise inmpacts -- fromthis
hybrid system and again -- or from-- or fromthe

dry cooling system or the air cooling system |
shoul d say, the inpacts would be much | ower. And
you coul d obviously design a system that woul d
even be |l ower than that, or pick a design that
woul d have a | ower noise inmpact than -- than the
particul ar hybrid eval uated.

Q Do you have any opinion as to how | ong
it would take, or it could take to redesign a
cooling tower fromthe conventional one proposed

by Applicant to a hybrid systenf
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A The anmount of time for design? | think
basically, if you have a good tower vendor, you
just tell them what they need to design to and
they'll -- and they'll design to it.

Since there are existing, pretty nuch
off the shelf units that you could use, like the
Cl ear Flow system | don't think that there would
be a huge increase in the amount of time required
to do the engineering design.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON ( Resuned)

BY MS. DeCARLO:

Q M . Kanemoto, can you please summari ze
Staff's recommended Condition of Certification
VI S-6.

A Condition VIS-6 requires the Applicant
to restrict the size of visible cooling tower
plumes to certain frequencies; to restrict the
frequency with which ground huggi ng plumes woul d
engul f nei ghboring sensitive | and uses.
Compl i ance with this condition would reduce
project and curul ative plume inpacts to | ess than
significant |evels.

These plune size and frequency val ues
are provided in Table 6.1 of Condition VIS-6, and

are based on potential inpacts to viewers at the
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San Joaqui n Yacht Club, and the San Joaquin -- the
Sportsnmen's Yacht Club, |'msorry, and the San
Joaquin Yacht Harbor. A limt to the size of the

pl umes occurring 50 percent of the time and 10
percent of the time was given.

It's inportant to note that the ten
percent thresholds provided in Table 6.1 were
considered to be liberal by Staff; that is, plumes
of these di mensions would clearly be seen as
dom nant and significant by viewers at KOPs 9 and
4, with sonme substantial margin of error.

We had a -- an inmage of the plume
envel opes that were being proposed at KOP 9. It's
alittle difficult to see, because the imge is
panoram c. We've also got a hard copy floating
around here. | apologize in advance for the
quality of the imges. They were produced | ate
| ast night, under |ess than ideal circunstances.
But | think they are fairly accurate, in terns of
the -- the envel opes that we're descri bing.

The ten percent envel ope plunme exceeds,
you know, goes off the top of the photograph. It
woul d be roughly equivalent to the height of the
Units 6 and 7 stack, which is quite a bit higher

than the limt of the photograph.
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The other point 1'd like to make with
regard to this picture is the fact that it's a
very -- extrenely wi de panorama, and as a result
the -- the apparent visual scale of the objects in
vi ew are di m nished considerably. They | ook nmuch
smal |l er than they do when you're there in person.
But we -- we did that to include all the elenents
that are being used for conparison purposes.

To ensure the level of plume
performance, the Applicant would be required to
provide a description of cooling tower design and
operation that would allow conpliance with the
plume size and frequency specified in the
condition. The Applicant would be required to
provi de sufficient cooling tower design data for
Staff to confirm conmpliance through independent
pl ume nodel i ng.

The Applicant would also be required to
provide a plume inmpact conplaint resolution form
and a record of plunme conplaints and the
resol ution.

DI RECT EXAM NATI ON ( Resuned)

BY MS. DeCARLO:

Q M. Walters, how could conpliance with

this condition be nonitored?
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A Well, either a design that doesn't
require nmonitoring is -- it is de facto a
completely plume abated system would allow us to
take out the nonitoring provisions. O you could
monitor, since it is a daylight no fog condition
you could nonitor with cameras and put those
visuals into -- into the control room much I|ike
you woul d, say, a boiler flame, which -- which are
moni tored in conventional power plants.

And put in -- put in reference points on
the screen, or put in a background programthat
reads the data and can alarmif -- if the plune,
if it sees a plume beyond particul ar points.

Q M . Kanenmoto, what problenms does Staff
find with Applicant's proposed plunme significance
t hreshol ds of 20 percent per season or five
percent annually?

A Well, the Applicant's proposed
thresholds in effect inply that the unmtigated
project, as proposed and model ed so far, should be
consi dered acceptable. Our objections are
t wof ol d.

First, depending upon the mass --
assumed mass flow rate of the project, they would

not allow the project to meet the threshol ds of
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significance for inpacts of the foreground view
poi nts, KOPs 4 and 9, described in Table 6.

The second and | arger objection we have
is that an unm tigated project |ike the one
model ed, capabl e of producing acceptable plumes
under either a five percent annual standard or a
20 percent seasonal standard, has been nodel ed,
and was predicted to produce two-mle |ong plunmes
for ten percent of non-fog wi nter hours, as
depicted in a chart which we have here, and I
think it's been circul ated

We regard this size and frequency of
pl umes as bei ng excessive.

Well, perhaps | can come back to -- or
respond to questions with regard to the chart in a
moment. But plumes of a conparable order of
magni tude have been observed in the general area
particularly in Pittsburg, and were observed in
the field to be clearly significant in inmpact.
And we thought we'd -- it would be worthwhile to
give a few exanples of those plumes, since they
give a sense of what we're tal king about.

The next slide.

This is the GWF plant. It's a little

hard to read the di mensions, and the di mensi ons
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are approximate, but that's roughly -- we're
assumng it's roughly --

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Where is this?

MR. KANEMOTO: This is the GW pl ant
across from W I bur Road. And we're estimating the
hei ght of that plume there to be about 500 feet.

The GWF plant is considerably smaller
than the one that's being proposed for this
proj ect.

This is an exanple of the --

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Did we license
these plants?

MR. WALTERS: | believe the GW plant is
-- is small enough -- actually small enough to be
non-jurisdictional.

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Okay.

MR. WALTERS: One of the old cogen 49
megawatt units.

MR. KANEMOTO: This is a photograph of
the -- the Pittsburg plant, taken at considerably
greater distance. And -- | can't see the
di stances nysel f. | believe the length is
approxi mately 2600 feet. It says inches, but
that's a -- obviously a typographical error.

The hei ght was estimated to be roughly 975 feet.
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Here's another plant -- picture of the
same plant. The plunme in this picture is
estimated to be roughly 2100 feet | ong.

Anot her picture of a simlar plune.

They haven't been measured. And this is a picture
of the Etiwanda plant. It's in another |ocation
but it just gives an idea of the type of plumes
that could be expected.

The reason we produced this chart is to
indicate the -- some of the -- try to clarify some
of the inmplications of altering the standards to
the five percent annual standard, or the 20
percent annual seasonal standard. The -- if you
| ook at the 20 percent frequency line, which is a
vertical line on the left side of the chart, it
shows the proposed 20 percent standard for a 7500
kil ogram per second scenario, the -- the black
square cross by the 7500 kil ogram per second
curve, the problemthat we have with that standard
is not that value at that point.

The problem with that standard that we
have is the fact that it inplies the rest of the
curve. |In other words, it inplies the fact that
at the ten percent threshold, we are |ooking at

this 3600 neter long plume, and by reducing the
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val ue of the ten percent threshold, we're
proposing to lower the entire curve so that at the
ten percent point the -- the inpacts are at a nore
acceptable | evel.

Is it clear what the -- how the Iline,
the curves on this chart represent. They sinmply
refer to the same project in its unmtigated
state, under three different operational
scenarios, 10,500, 7,500, and 5,200. The 5,200
kil ogram per second curve obviously shows that we
exceed all the criteria that have been being
di scussed by quite a margin.

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: And you said
earlier that you had not had an indication of
whi ch one you thought was the most appropriate,
but you're guessing that the 7500 is?

MR. WALTERS: Well, the 5200 was run as
a bounding case. Realizing that the --

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: But I -- seens
to me | heard that the Applicant had not indicated
to you which one they thought it was, but you felt
7500 was the nost appropriate? |Is that --

MR. WALTERS: | believe it's somewhere
in between 5200 and 7500, probably. It could be
7500.
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PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Okay. I"m sure
we'll hear from the Applicant.

MS. DeCARLO: And with the 7500 scenario
still exceed our -- the Staff's threshold of
significance for the ten percent? Wuld the 7500
mass flow rate still exceed Staff's threshold of
significance for plune inpacts?

MR. KANEMOTO: Yes, it would. It would
be quite close, but it would -- it would exceed
the foreground thresholds for significance
slightly.

MS. DeCARLO:. Okay. The Staff is
avail able for the Comm ttee.

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Okay. I think
we' |l hear a brief rebuttal, and then ask
questions of everybody.

MR. VARANI NI : I'd like Dr. Sheppard to
go first.

PRESI DI NG MEMBER KEESE: Just a few
m nut es.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Yeah. Let me
ask one of the Staff witnesses, in terms of the
daylight no fog circunstance, the Applicant has
i ndi cated that they believe that would occur

somet hing on the order of 54 hours per year. Am
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correct, M. Varanini? Do you have a number in
terms of hours that you think that would occur, or
are you doing it only in terns of percentages, or
can you translate it?

MR. KANEMOTO: Well, my rough
under st andi ng was the 55 hours referred to ten
percent of the daylight no fog winter hours. |Is
that correct?

MR. WALTERS: That's correct.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Wel |, how many
hours per year, then, do you think the
met eor ol ogi cal conditions would exist that create
the worst case visual plume scenario, in your
Vi ew?

MR. KANEMOTO: | don't have that number
right now. |'msorry, could you repeat the
question, please?

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Well, |I'"mjust
trying to get you to translate this --

MR. KANEMOTO: Into absolute hours.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. And t he
question is, how many hours per year do you
beli eve represent the meteorol ogical conditions
that create the worst case visual plume?

MR. WALTERS: I think it's easier to
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reference that to the -- to the condition
requi rement of 210 meters, and it would appear
that for the winter time, you would probably have
conditions that would exceed 210 meters at | east
20 to 25 percent of the time. Of daylight no fog

hours.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Ri ght . That's --
that's full 25 percent of each -- 25 full percent
of all the winter days, a quarter of the year, for
the full day?

MR. WALTERS: Daylight no fog hours.
There was -- there was a finding of 555 hours of
daylight no fog in the one year met data, where we
had fog data, the Pittsburg data. That would
correspond to maybe 110 to 135 of those hours.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: So basically
about twi ce what they've calculated. |Is that --
is that what you're indicating?

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: If they're at 54,
and you're at 110.

MR. WALTERS: No. We're talking --
we're tal king at cross purposes here. The 55 is
just the amount of hours, the ten percent. That

is the number of hours that represent ten percent
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of the time when you have daylight no fog. That's

all that 55 represents.

It doesn't identify when or -- there is
or isn't plune. It's just that's the background
That's the -- that's the frequency rel ationship,

as opposed to the plunme rel ationship.

What you're asking nme is what the
model i ng results show as the plunme rel ationship,
and | 'm saying it's 7500. You know, it -- it
| ooks |i ke that you would have plunes over 210

met ers somewhere around 25 percent of the time.

MR. O BRIEN: |'m sorry. Somewhere
around - -

MR. WALTERS: Twenty-five percent of the
daytime no fog hours, for winter. So 25 percent

of those 555 hours, or 25 percent of the time
where you have a reasonably clear condition during

wi nter, you would have plumes exceeding this

val ue.
MR. KANEMOTO: About 137 hours.
HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: And just so |
under stand, as -- when we're tal king daylight no

fog, the no fog is derived fromthe fact that
you're taking tenperature and hum dity

calculations to find fog, but you could have a no
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fog but a cloudy situation? Wuld -- is that
correct?

MR. WALTERS: Yes. You could have --
you could have a cloudy situation. And -- and
there could be other visibility reducing
situations. We would' ve nmodel ed those if we had
had the data for them

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Let me go back
before we go back to have cross exam nation by the
Applicant, or other questions, and potenti al
rebuttal. Let me go back to sonmething you were
sayi ng about stack design, and help me understand.

Is it your opinion that a change in the
stack shape could create a venturi effect, for
instance, that would cause the plume to go up
hi gher and get dispersed without having to go to
an alternate like a hybrid design, or dry cooling?

MR. WALTERS: | haven't analyzed that.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Any of your other
wi t nesses, counselor, that -- that have an opinion
on that?

MS. DeCARLO: No, |'m sorry.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: |t appears, both
fromyour testinony as well as these photographs,

that the Bay Area or the -- the Suisun Bay Area,
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creates an area that's nore susceptible to this
kind of meteorological condition that creates the
vi si bl e plunmes, because nost of your photographs
are fromthere. |Is that correct?

MR. KANEMOTO: Yes, | think that's true.
HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: That's right.
And that -- and that's because it's a marine
envi ronment ?
MR. WALTERS: Basically, | think in

general, California just has cool wet winters, and

that's -- the lower the tenmperature, the higher
the relative humdity, the nmore likely you'll get
a plume.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. So under
the meteorological conditions, it would create
what in your view is the worst case plume for this
power plant. We would have GW, Pittsburg, and
guess the next question is, how about the two
power plant projects that we approved and are
under construction now. Are they going to be
produci ng what in your mnd is the worst case
pl ume?

MR. WALTERS: | think you'll need to
reference which -- which ones --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: \When they conbi ne.

PETERS SHORTHAND REPORTI NG CORPORATI ON (916) 362-2345



[« B¢ 2 B S S N \V

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

81

In other words, if you have three plants already

in existence, plus two that we permtted, and
they're all within a geographic range of, | don't
know, six clicks, let's say. Are you -- are you
going to create an additive condition that will
result in, absent this project, your worst case
scenari o. Is it just about to happen anyway?

MR. WALTERS: I -- 1 think it's
di fferent, because you're |looking at it from --
fromdifferent perspectives and different
| ocations. And what Bill is -- is doing is
identifying it based on the specific viewing
| ocations that are inmportant for this particular
proj ect.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Okay. |I'm asking
my question badly, then. Let nme try again.

MR. WALTERS: One of the -- if |
understand you correctly, | think one of the --
one of the concerns with the larger plume
scenari os that have been depicted in the 7500
kil ogram scenario is that, you know, certain key
vi ew points and identified |ocal policies as being
as visual concern, such as the Antioch Bridge, and
so on, could be directly inpacted.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Well, not yet. No.
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If -- if I go back and ask my question, let nme try
one more tinme.

Ri ght now, we've got three existing
pl ants, and M. Shean just identified three of
them Pittsburg, GW, and what's the third one
that you pointed out? Well, three existing
plants. And my question would be if you inmagine
that each one of themis generating steam at
roughly the same rate that you m ght expect from a
plant like this, add two that we've already
perm tted, but which are not constructed yet.
Before this plant ever comes online, are we
al ready set up to have a cunulative inmpact such
that there will be a worst case scenari o occurring
already? Are we already set up for that?

MR. KANEMOTO: Well, | think that the
statement that we made in the suppl emental
testinmony | would still stand by, which is that --
I would probably still stand by nmy -- the
statement that was made in the suppl enental
testinony, which is that under the -- some of the
wor st scenarios that were outlined in the -- sonme
of the modeling that's been done so far, you would
-- we would find it difficult or inpossible to

argue that the additional contribution of this
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project to that scenario would -- would constitute
a de mnimus addition to cunulative inpacts,
particularly because they have the potential to
directly inmpact certain key observation points
that we've identified, namely this -- the Antioch
Bridge, some of the other yacht harbors, and the

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: So -- so in that
way, you're qualifying their inmpact or saying that
it's more significant than the existing plants
because of their geographic |ocation.

MR. KANEMOTO: Well, we woul d di scount
themif -- if we could say that the additional
contribution of the project was de m ninus. That
is to say that the -- the overall condition of the
vi ew shed was essentially the same. And in -- in
fact, that was the argument that we did make,
that was the conclusion that we did make in the
PSA. It's just that at this -- at this nmuch, nuch
greater |level of sonme -- we don't how we could
make that statement.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Okay. M. Shean.

Terry, anything?

MR. O BRI EN: Yeah. I just have a point

of clarification. So the Staff view is 137 hours
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in winter, when you would have significant plunes.
Is -- is that a correct characterization? And --
and that 137 hours is basically daylight hours,
when the plunme can be seen. And if you take an
average of ten hours a day in winter, when you
have daylight, December, January and February, you
get about what, 900 hours. So 137 hours out of
that 900 hours in winter, that constitutes a
significant visual inpact.

MR. KANEMOTO: Well, this is 137 daytinme
non fog hours, which I -- | can't renmenber the
preci se nunmber, but | think that's 60 percent of
the total daytime hours, or something |like that.

We -- we are not counting plunmes that
occur in foggy, or however the nodel
met eor ol ogi cal data defines foggy hours. That
woul d i ncrease the nunmber of plume days radically.

MR. WALTERS: And | guess, to be nore
clear in terms of what we are considering
significant, the significance criteria which is in
VIS-6 is actually a 10 percent frequency above 210
meters. And that -- for daytinme no fog hours, and
that significance is -- would be 55 hours.

What we're saying is that the modeling

on 7500, as -- as we are getting it out of SACTI
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right now, is indicating that they would have
about 137 hours that they would have which is what
we're saying, that the -- the design right now
probably would not meet the significance criteria
that we have for the ten percent wintertim
condi tion.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: I'm you know, |I'm
sorry, | didn't understand that at all. Can you
go back over the last two sentences and see if you

can make that a little clearer?

MR. WALTERS: Okay. The first -- the
first point -- the first point is what we are
considering significant. And that significance

point, which is provided in VIS-6 and provided in
the table in the -- in the supplenmental testinmony,
is -- it is considered significant if nore than
ten percent of the daytime winter no fog hours,
the clear hours during winter, if nmore than ten
percent of that time there's a plunme that is --
that had a greater dimension than 210 nmeters in

| engt h.

Now, there's also a corresponding

di mension in height, and what that essentially is
illustrating is a dom nant feature in -- in the

vi ew shed of KOPs 4 and 9, as -- as Bill
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indicated, and it is that frequency which we are
determ ning as the significance, or the -- the
amount that we consider allowable to keep it -- to
keep the inmpacts to an insignificant |evel.

What we are finding in the nmodeling from
the 7500 case --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Keep the inpacts to
an insignificant |evel.

MR. WALTERS: Right. That -- that's the
significance threshold, essentially, is that ten
percent of the daytime no fog hours. And again,
there were a total of 555 wintertime daytime no
fog hours. So ten percent of that is 55. And so
if there were nmore than 55 hours with -- above
those plunme di mensions that are -- that are
provi ded, 210 length, the -- was it 200 -- width.
Well, and the other di mensions provi ded, what
we're finding in the nmodeling is that -- that
we're seeing, rather than ten percent of the time,
that's likely to occur nmore |ike 25 percent of
time that's likely to occur.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Okay. Thanks.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: M . Varani ni

MR. VARANINI: Dr. Sheppard and our

other witness will have some conmments, too.
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I want himto go first, but | want you
here.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Then |l et me ask
each one of you to speak very clearly into the
m crophone, because |listeners on the tel ephone
line are having a little bit of trouble hearing
you.

So, Dr. Sheppard, you're going to have
to get right up next to the m crophone.

DR. SHEPPARD: Okay. | think, in a --
in a nutshell, the -- | think we're tal king about
differences in degree as to where the threshold
shoul d be most reasonably | ocated.

As you just heard, | think you can --
you can sinplify the Staff threshold, as -- as you
heard, at sort of greater than ten percent
frequency of winter days no fog, when the plumes
are greater than 210 neters |ong.

We woul d argue that a threshold that has
a higher frequency, nore |like 20 percent, would be
nmore reasonabl e when you take into account cloud
conditions and other visibility factors. And also
that the actual size of the plume that we woul d
consider to be reasonable worst case significant

woul d probably be something closer to 500 meters
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and 200 -- or 210 neters. This is in length, now.

And the reasons for that are really --
there are perhaps two or three main reasons for us
thinking that. W -- we agree that the -- you
know, there are no definitive quantitative
standards that have been established,
unfortunately. The -- and so it's appropriate to
| ook at the site specific conditions, and that
includes not only meteorol ogy but also the types
of views, the viewi ng distances, what views are
bei ng bl ocked by plumes, how visible the plumes
are relative to background, clouds, et cetera.

So when we | ooked at the ten percent
wi nter day no fog frequency, we had originally
pursued a five percent annual hours frequency,
which is about 181 hours rather than 55 hours.
But we think that some of the photographs that
you've seen nmake the point quite well.

If you |l ook at the photograph that's on
at the moment, you see what we consider to be a
worst case condition. Blue sky, no cloud, and
this is, in effect, what we'd consider to be, you
know, worst case. The plunme is conpletely
visible, and so you -- you see the full extent of

the size.
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When there's cloud conditions, whether
that's full cloud or partial cloud, what happens
is that much of the nmore distant parts of the
pl ume become indistinguishable fromthe cloud
cover. Now that it's not visible, you still can
see it, but the visual contrast is nmuch less. The
-- just the noticeability of the plume is much
| ess. So the visual dom nance does go down. It's
still visible, can still be dom nant, but the
conditions are much | ess the high inpact, as
opposed to this condition.

So what we did was we | ooked at the
cloud data, and determ ned fromthe Bethel 1sland
data that you get a full cloud cover, defined as
80 percent or nore of cloud coverage,
approximately 54 percent of the time in those sane
wi nter nonths, during the day. And if you | ook at
partial cloud cover, which is defined as 40
percent or more of cloud cover, that occurs
something like 75 to 78 percent of the time during
the winter.

So that nmost of the time in those -- in
that wi nter period, which is the worst case period
for plume size, there is a substantial amount of

cloud in the sky, and we feel that that does
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reduce the -- the visual dom nance of plunmes, and
that the nmost restrictive and the nost worst case
condition to be considering would be something
li ke what's on the screen, when it's a clear blue
sky.

Or, to take another exanple, we could
show you, for exanple, in some of the sinulations
that were prepared earlier, | think this Figure
71-2, which is a visual sinmulation of the proposed
project with plumes seen from KOP 7, which is the
Antioch Bridge, which is, in our view, one of the
worst case KOPs. And you can see that there's
clear blue sky, there's quite a bit of visual
contrast fromthe plume. And in this sort of
situation, you can see that there m ght be
potential for view blockage of the hills, that the
-- that the plume will attract nore attention to
the plant than it would otherw se receive.

But if this was in the cloudy condition,
I think this would be much | ess noticeable. There
woul d al ready be view bl ockage of the hills.

There would be much less, |ower |evels of
visibility and contrast, and we feel that it would
be much | ess of an inpact.

So we feel that the -- that's really the
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basis for saying that with ten percent, the 55
hours really amount to about 28, 30 hours of -- at
the -- nost conservatively, it's probably even a
|l ot Iess than that, when there would be clear blue
sky and full visibility, and the real
noticeability of the plumes. And we think that
that 30 or so hours is probably too restrictive a
standard for visual inpact significance. It's a
very small percentage. |It's about .3 percent of
the total hours of the -- of the -- we think
that's too -- too few days of traveling to work,
or getting up and seeing a plume of that |evel of
significance

That's our argunment for why we think a
20 percent seasonal days no fog frequency is a
nore reasonabl e standard to meet.

On the plume dinension side, we feel
that the 200 neter length is also a pretty small
plume |l ength for typical plunme conditions. And
do understand that that's also | think the
di stance away fromthe closest receptors, which
are the two caretakers' residences at the San
Joaquin Yacht Club. But if you look at the
visibility of plumes fromthe full range of KOPs,

the bridge, you know, nore distant view points
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where you're seeing the backdrop, you're seeing
M . Diablo, you're seeing the river, et cetera, a
200 nmeter length plume is really not a very |arge
pl unme.

Again, to bring you back to Figure 71-2,
which is a view fromthe bridge, the plume that's
shown here, as is recognized by the CEC Staff, is
actually a little larger than we had nodel ed at
the time. We were overly conservative with it.
And this is -- approxi mtes something in the range
of 160 to 200 meters equivalent length of plume in
that view. So this is the threshold, then, that |
think is being used to say this is now a visually
significant plume, although based on the analysis
of these simulations at the time, | think we all
agreed that that was not considered visually
significant.

I guess what we're saying is 200 meters
it not a very long plume to have as a standard of
significance. It doesn't obstruct much of the
view of the -- the surrounding hillsides. It is
within the range of the actual scale of the
existing facilities. W think that a plume that
was approachi ng perhaps 500 meters in |ength,

which is comng a lot closer to the highway, could
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bl ock much nmore of the view, would attract a | ot
nore attention, would be a nore reasonable
st andar d.

COWMM SSI ONER MOORE: And your nore
reasonabl e number is?

DR. SHEPPARD: Approximtely 500 meters
in |length, under those worst case conditions.

PARTY ON TELEPHONE: May | have a
comment, pl ease?

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Actually, not yet.

You're not -- you're not in a position to conmment
yet. We're -- we're still dealing with the
parties.

PARTY ON TELEPHONE: Here's the problem
I m havi ng. I was at the first workshop on this
thing --

COVM SSI ONER MOORE: Hang on. Hang on.
You're going to get a chance to ask questions.
But you're not -- you don't have the floor yet.

Go ahead and ask your question. You had

a question. l'm sorry.
MR. KANEMOTO: Well, | was -- you were
describing the typical -- the threshold for the

typical plume length; right?
COMM SSI ONER MOORE: You have to get
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right onto that m crophone.

MR. KANEMOTO:. You were describing the
typical plume length just now, the 500 meter was
for typical --

DR. SHEPPARD: No. No, for the worst
case significance threshold. W actually think it
woul d be sinplest to --to refer primarily to the
true worst case. And -- and the 50 percent
frequency is really more of a typical situation,
and what we've been trying to identify is to --
how to assess significant thresholds based on a
reasonabl e worst case, which is -- goes back to
the discussions way back with Gary several months
ago.

So --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: That's Gary Wal ker.

DR. SHEPPARD: Yes, Gary Wal ker. Sorry.

So | think there's one other point we'd
like to make, and that is part of the problemwith
this is -- is that the SACTI modeling, as Mark has
suggested, seens to us to be somewhat unreliable
at the -- the higher extremes. |In other words,
when you get down to the small frequencies, the
extremes of the -- of the nodel, when you're

tal ki ng about obviously the | argest or the
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smal | est plumes, you get sonme quite strange

effects, and Mark pointed out a couple

And just to clarify -- | don'

of them

t know if |

dare do this, but I"'mgoing to try. To clarify

the graph that Bill produced here, which was quite

hel pful, actually, if we | ook at the nunbers on

here, you actually find that as opposed to being a

nice gentle curve that runs through the 7,500

kil ogram per second curve, if you follow that

curve --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: It gets

DR. SHEPPARD: -- it actually has a --

well, it actually has a very strong what we call a

knee, or a bend in it. |If you |ook at

t he actual

data, and | have a copy of that here if you'd Ilike

it, Mark is the man that ran these nodels. Once

you get to the 11 percent frequency, the 11

percent frequency, as opposed to the 10 percent

frequency, goes from about 500 meter plunme |ength

to 3,600 neter plume length, in a one percent

i ncrease.

So rather than going at sort
curve, it actually goes like this, and
there's al nost straight up --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: So your
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is that there's an anomaly built into the nodel

itsel f.

DR. SHEPPARD: W fee

| that there's --

that we're not sure we can trust these -- because

of the way it categorizes the p
sticks an awful | ot of things
condition. So you get what's q
COMM SSI ONER MOORE;
DR. SHEPPARD: So wha
out to be right around 10 or 11
COMM SSI ONER MOORE:
went back in the nodel and you
poi nt between 10 and 11 percent
find out that there's something
category, or --
DR. SHEPPARD: Yes.
COMM SSI ONER MOORE:
|l ong factor of the -- one of th
DR. SHEPPARD: Essent
it says for the same -- let's s
the cunul ative -- for essenti al
the same frequency to plume | en
rangi ng from 500 meters to 3,60
essentially, it's -- at this po

| onger tracking as a curve. It
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the results at the sanme |evel

COWMM SSI ONER MOORE: Well, all right.
So the same behavior is exhibited by the 10, 500
kil ogram |ine.

DR. SHEPPARD: Ri ght . At -- at a
slightly |lower level. So at sone --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: But it's
paralleling that. And then the -- the expected
behavi or is happening with the 5,200. They al
using the same nmodel ?

DR. SHEPPARD: W -- it's the same
nodel, but | don't think we've -- Mark should
really answer the issue of that 5,200.

MR. STREHLOW This is Mark Strehl ow
agai n.

The Applicant --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: You have to get
right into the m crophone.

MR. STREHLOW  The Applicant did not
model a 5200 kil ogram per second case. | think
both myself and Ms. Zanmbito said that -- that the
condition is going to be 7,500 kil ograns per
second.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Wel |, actually,

stay with me on this for a second. | -- that
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doesn't help me understand why that -- why the
sl ope, or whatever set of coefficients that they
used for the 5200 line, is so different fromthe
7500 line. | -- |I'massum ng that they were used,
that different nodels were used to produce those
two lines. |Is that -- would you specul ate on
t hat ?

MR. STREHLOW We did not produce these

lines. | can't speculate as to how -- what nodels
were used to -- | thought the Staff mentioned that
the SACTI model was used to -- in all cases on
this graph.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: In all three cases.

MR. STREHLOW They can correct that if
I"'m wrong.

COVM SSI ONER MOORE: Can | get
clarification on that?

MR. WALTERS: Yeah, it's the same --
it's the same nmodel. And -- and basically, to
kind of clarify why -- why you have different
sl opes, well, part of the reason is this is a
| ogarithm c scale, so you have to realize that if
it was on a regular scale, the slopes would --
you'd see bends that | ooked very simlar. They

woul d just be noved out fromthe -- fromthe
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corner of the axis.

The second being that -- that it's
hi gher, based on like -- what | indicated before,
on the psychometric chart, as you essentially have
to put nore of the evaporated water into |ess,
smal |l er volume of air, it just takes considerably
|l onger time for it to dilute down to a point where
it's no longer visible.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE; So you're saying it
gets saturated earlier, and it just stays
saturated over a |long period.

MR. WALTERS: Well, |I'msaying it's
essentially saturated at the point, or very close
to being saturated at the point of release. The
question is, what -- what amount of water and what
tenperature is there at that exhaust point,
because you have to put a certain anount of water
into the exhaust in order to get the anount of
heat rejection that you're | ooking for in the

cooling tower.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Well, et me try
again, then. If -- if |I took the 5200 Iine and
went out to about 30 percent, wouldn't | expect
the same -- I'musing the jargon now, the knee

I'd expect an isotonic bend at about 30 percent.
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Woul dn't | expect that to be happening out there
if the nmpdel was simlarly configured? And |I'm
not seeing it. | just see a snooth -- snmooth
decl i ne.

And | -- so I'm asking why -- why don't
| see the dip.

MR. WALTERS: Well, like |I said, | think
if -- if we were not -- if we didn't have -- have
a log scale on the left-hand side, you would see
three reasonably simlar curves.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: So you're saying
that the log scale -- | don't know. ' mjust
trying to think of what the math is that would --
woul d do that.

MR. WALTERS: And not only that, | don't
have as many -- | don't have as many points on
this as | would' ve |liked, because, again, this was
-- this was --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Do | have fewer
datapoints in the 5200, is that it? |'m smoothing
through a -- or regressing through --

MR. WALTERS: Ri ght .

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: -- fewer points --
okay. So, okay.

M. Varanini, | interrupted you, and
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your |ine of questioning. Let me go back to you
and |l et you finish up.

MR. VARANINI: | wanted to see whet her
Dr. Sheppard was done with his comments, and then
M. Strehlow had commrents. | know Ms. Zanbito
does.

COWMM SSI ONER MOORE: Dr. Sheppard.

DR. SHEPPARD: No, | think just sinmply
to clarify that last point, that when -- when you
add in all the actual nodel inpacts and the nore
acute nature of the turn in that -- in that curve
becomes avail able. And obviously, we haven't seen
the data for all the various points for the --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Right. Actually,
that turns out to be -- for me, it turns out to be
the nost believable scenario, is that we're just
data short on the 5200 line, and -- nmakes it
easier for me to understand why it would snmooth
out. But | guess you could argue for taking a few
of the datapoints out of the 7500 and maki ng the
line smooth out, as well.

DR. SHEPPARD: I have two further points
to make, and this relates to the definition of
significance, as it relates to official dom nance.

I think you do have to take into account
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a number of factors. We certainly -- it's very
common to use visual dom nance as driving
gui deline for significance, but it's not the only
factor, and it's usually, as -- as the CEC Staff
have thenselves pointed out, it's not -- it can be
moder ated by the factors.

And we woul d suggest that issues such as
whet her or not there is a blockage of particular
vi ews, whether or not there is screening fromthe
foreground view points, most of the current
informati on presented today has referred to KOPs 4
and 9, which are the marinas close by. W believe
that those receptors have thenselves, | guess,
have -- have expressed a confort level with the
degree of mtigation that's being provided, and
certainly the tree screening that is still going
to be provided along the east side and the north
side of the facility will go some way to mtigate
the plunmes, certainly not all of them but would
certainly screen the |ower part of the plumes and
the structures thenmsel ves.

We think that's a factor. And also, the
fact that there has been no conplaints that we're
aware of on the plume. So, but either existing

plumes, like the GW plume that's there in the
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phot ographs, or that we've disclosed, because
there are a nunber of plume emtting facilities in
the -- in the area, and we're not aware of
conmpl ai nts about them

I think that really just refers to the
relative |level of sensitivity of those nost
i mpacted viewers visually. And | actually fee
that the m ddle ground views fromthe -- from
hi ghways and more di stant residences would
actually be a -- nore of a worst case KOP to use
than the foreground views, where you're going to
be seeing these plumes anyway, even when they're
quite small.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Thank you.

M . Varanini.

MR. STREHLOW  Yes. I -- | just have a
coupl e of points. When | spoke earlier
mentioned, and | quoted from the SACTI user's
manual that at the extreme, the variability of
over prediction of the SACTI nodel could be in
accordance with the manual, a factor of five. And
then we heard that five m ght not be a big
di fference when you're tal king about whether it's
10, 000 or 2,000 neters.

I don't think that's a good exanple. |
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t hink what we're tal king about here is a
di fference between 300 neters, which is in ny
testinony for the 20 percent wi nter day no fog,
excludi ng cl ouds case, and the 200, now corrected
to 210 neters that the Staff is saying is -- is
the nunmber. We're only talking there about |ess
than a factor of 1.5.

So | think these -- these over
predi ctions, even a factor of two, which the
user's manual states you can get in all but 60
percent of the time, or within 60 percent of the
time, is a factor of two. So conversely, 40
percent of the time it's more than a factor of
two. When we're talking this -- this fine point
bet ween 300 neters and 210 neters, we are
assessing a degree of accuracy on the results of
the SACTI nodel, and | just don't think it's
t here.

I think that's all | had.

MR. VARANI NI : And Ms. Zambito.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Ms. Zanmbito, do you
want to cone up and take the m crophone, and
remenmber that you have to speak right into it.

MS. ZAMBI TO: Yes, sir.

I guess | just wanted to make a couple
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of points regarding the flow rate, the 5200 versus
7500 versus 10, 500. It's real inportant to
understand, | think, that when you design a
cooling tower it's nothing nore than an energy
bal ance. And therefore, your design conditions,
you have to be very aware of your design
conditions in order to conpare the air flow rates
to say whether yours is a 5200 tower design or a
7500, et cetera.

The energy balance will be very
dependent on what your assumed inlet water
tenperature it, what your outlet tenperature of
that water needs to be to support your steam
turbi ne design. It is also very dependent on your
ambi ent conditions comng into that tower. |f you
have col der tenperature comng in, of course, it
can pick up nore heat from your tower, and
therefore you have less flow.

There are al so some design assunptions
that you make in your tower design as to how --
how conservative you want to be as an engineer, to
have a little bit of roomto play. And our -- and
when we made the assunption of the 7500, we felt
we were conservative in some of the assunptions we

made for temperature. And | just wanted to make
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t hat point.

So | guess |I'ma little concerned with
conmparing the 5200 at this particular plant site
versus the Contra Costa 7500. | do not know what
their inlet design conditions are. | think that's
very inportant to say you have an apples to apples
conpari son.

Nunber two, cell size. \When you design
these towers, your velocity, | can't tell you what
the assunmed velocity needs to be, but | do know
that you can't make it too high because what
happens is if it's too high, then it starts
carrying water droplets with it, and creating
other problems. And if it's too low, then you
don't necessarily get the heat transfer that you
want .

So at that particular plant, again,
don't know if they have nore than the ten cells
that we're proposing, or less. | don't know the
design conditions assuned, so -- | do know that,
as M. Strehlow and | said earlier, we are
assum ng a 7500 kil ogram per second design for our
facility.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Thank you.

MS. ZAMBI TO:  Okay. | --
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COMM SSI ONER MOORE: M. Varanini -- oh,
I"msorry.

MS. ZAMBI TO: | have several other
issues | wanted to talk about.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Al'l right. I''m
sorry, | thought you said you had just a couple.

MS. ZAMBI TO: Yeah, | do.

The other thing was | would like just to
poi nt out that the Clear Flow design that M.
Wal ters nmentioned is the type of design that we
used in our response to the capital cost that was
provided to the CEC in response to their
questions, 104 and 105. We gave you a table of
capital costs of a wet cooling, a hybrid design,
and an air cool ed.

The Cl ear Flow design is no different

than a hybrid design. It's a wet/dry type of
tower. The Clear Flow trademark is based on that
particul ar company has a -- uses a plastic design

in a sensible heat transfer area, rather than a
met al type design, and therefore they have a
patent on it. But in essence, it's no different
than a typical hybrid design. Based on
performance it really shouldn't really matter. A

hybrid design will affect your performance,
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ot her .

And the -- like | pointed out earlier
the capital costs of -- in our CEC Table 104. 2,
which was submitted in response to Data Requests
104 and 105, the cost between a wet cooling and a
hybrid is on the order of four mllion, and that
hybrid cooling design, the dollars we were -- we
submtted for that is based on the Clean Flow.

So, with that, as | said earlier, that
particular hybrid Clean Flow design, noise would
go up because you have nore fans, it's a |arger

14 cell unit versus the 10 that we are proposing

with the wet. Capital costs are higher, as | just

poi nted out. L&M costs are higher. Megawatts are

| ower, not only because of the backpressure that
the steam turbine is experiencing, but also

there's a higher parasitic |oad, because you have
additional fans. And additional punping costs,

"Il point out, as well.

So that was another point | wanted to
make.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Actual ly, didn't
you make that in your testimony? Didn't | read
that i --
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MS. ZAMBITO: | did, but M. Walters had
made some comments with this other type of design,
and | wanted to make sure that it was clearly
under stood that our assunption was based on that
type of design, which was a nore conservative.

The other thing is, is | wanted to point
out that the -- M. Walters had made a statenment
about there are things you could do to mtigate
the megawatt | oss. And one thing is you -- you
woul d have to engage your duct burners in your
HRSG in order to make up the |l oss on your
megawatts. \When you engage the duct burners, then
you have higher criteria pollutants than what we
tal ked about earlier.

I think he said that in nmy numbers | had

subm tted, they were like a .4 percent. That is
assum ng that | am satisfied with having a
megawatt | oss, as indicated. But if | wanted to

make up those megawatts, then | would have to
fire, and therefore | would have higher
pol | ut ants.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Hi gher pol | utant
|l evel s. Right.

MS. ZAMBI TO: Yes. Let me see, there

was a couple of other things.
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The other point is, is in the operations
of a hybrid tower there are two sections, as |
said earlier. There is a sensible heat section
or heat transfer, as well as an evaporative
cooling section. In the sunmertime, when you're
not concerned about plumes or tenperatures are
hi gh enough, you could shut off your sensible heat
section of the cooling tower.

When you do that, however, please
consider that you continue to have a nmegawatt
decrease because with those coils in that section
you have an increased pressure drop through the
cooling tower. And you also have an increased
backpressure on your steam turbine.

So even though your sensible heat
section of the tower would not be operating, there
still would be an efficiency |oss, both on heat
rate and negawatts.

Wth regard to the -- M. Walters, |
bel i eve, addressed in the event you designed a wet
cooling tower versus the hybrid cooling tower, and
you wi shed to convert in the field. The
engi neering part is -- is not as concerning to me
as -- the engineering tinme necessary, | do believe

a reputable conpany could go and redesign for you
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in a relatively short tine.

My big concern is the construction
period that would be required to nodify that tower
into a hybrid type. You would be down a
significant amount of time, and by that | nmean |
woul d roughly guess at |east six months. |[f
you're going to go froma 10 cell tower to
something like a 14 cell tower, you would have to
increase the cooling tower basin and nake
significant modifications. And once you're
starting to tal k about cooling tower basin and
more fill material, et cetera, et cetera, you're
tal ki ng six, eight nonths, maybe. Maybe even
| onger. ' m not exactly sure. But | know that
it'd be somewhere along there, at least. So it's
not that easy to do it |ater.

In addition, cooling tower designs, it's
not cookie cutter, like you can design one for one
two by one conbined cycle, and use the same thing
at another location. Because it's a
thermodynamic, it's an energy bal ance type of
thing, there are variations on the design. It's
not that the suppliers can just use cookie cutter
cal cul ations for each, because it is site

condition, ambient condition dependent. So they
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are -- they do vary slightly.

MR. VARANINI: Ms. Zanmbito, do you know
whet her the conpany is already out in the market
purchasi ng these types of equipnent yet? Have you

MS. ZAMBI TO: Qur conpany?

MR. VARANI NI : Have you placed orders,
has your conmpany placed orders for the cooling
system at this tinme?

MS. ZAMBI TO. We have not placed an
order for the Contra Costa cooling tower. W need
to soon, in order to make schedules. But we have
not .

The other issue was the Table 104-6,

Noi se I npacts. Just a clarification there, in ny
testi mony.

That information was provided to make a
point in terms of there would be noise differences
with these variations in cooling designs, and they
are based on the original location of the cooling
tower. We do not have tine to renodel that based
on the relocation, so that's why | think M.

Wal ters had pointed out that there were
di fferences on the distances.

PARTY ON TELEPHONE: Is this all you
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guys are going to talk about until five?
MS. ZAMBITO: | -- | think that's about
all | have, unless you have any other questions.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: No, | don't.

Counsel, 1'Ill give you one more shot at
the -- at the apple here, and then we're going to
listen to some comments fromthe public, and then
we're going to wrap it up

MS. DeCARLO. M. Kanenoto, do you have
any comments?

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: M. Kanenot o,
you're going to have to get right next to that
m c, because you have a very soft voice.

MR. KANEMOTO: Yes. Well, I -- 1 mght
want to reiterate a couple of points that | made
earlier in response to --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Well, | don't think

you need to. No, don't reiterate points that

you're going to make. If you've got a rebut for
somet hing that was said before, |I'm pleased to
hear it. But | don't need any new, or a

reiteration.
MR. KANEMOTO: Well, in response to
somet hing that Dr. Sheppard just said. There was

some tal k about the fact that the threshol ds that
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have been defined do, in fact, represent a pretty
| ow t hreshold of dom nance, as seen from vari ous
m ddl e ground view points. And | just wanted to
make clear the fact that those thresholds were
defined in terms of the inpacts on those two
foreground view points.

Now, if those inpacts are not considered
i mportant, for whatever reason, then that's a
different issue. Those criteria would change.
But we assume that, for those various reasons |
descri bed, that those two view points were --
COMM SSI ONER MOORE: In other words, if
they weren't inportant either to the Comm ssion,
in other words, we made a policy call that they
didn't apply, or if they weren't inmportant in the
-- in the county context, county General Plan or
county visual resource assessnent, then it
woul dn't apply. Otherwi se, you're taking as a
given that, in fact, those parametrics do exist.
MR. KANEMOTO:: Correct. In other
wor ds, does this happen someti mes when the, you
know, the foreground viewers who are affected are
a very, very small nunber, or the -- the |and uses
are such that it doesn't seem appropriate. But in

this case, based on the information of the | eve
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of use --

SPEAKER ON TELEPHONE: Woul d you speak
up? | can't hear you.

MR. KANEMOTO: Based on the -- the |eve
of use that we understood from M. Chapman takes
pl ace at San Joaquin and Yacht Club, it seened
quite clear that it was a very sensitive |location

The other point, of course, is the fact
that we disagree with the fact that |arge plumes
woul d becone insignificant by virtue of the fact
that they're seen behind a cloud cover.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: So noted. Do you

have ot her comments, rebut?

MS. DeCARLO: | have a coupl e of
questions, just to -- to enphasize.
How large will -- could plumes get with

Applicant's proposed nunbers, the 20 percent or

five percent annually?

MR. WALTERS: The -- well, taking sonme
error with SACTI in regard, the -- the plume
nunmbers for 25 -- 25 percent of wintertime could
certainly be in the range -- in the range of three

to 400 meters.
COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Three to 400

met er s.
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MR. WALTERS: And again, that's --
that's using the 7500. | think you should also
note that when SACTI indicates that it has an
error factor of two, that's not al ways
conservative error factor of two.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Well, | -- maybe
you can define that for me. What happens if it's
not conservative?

MR. WALTERS: That means the actua
plumes are |onger than what would be predicted.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: By a factor of --

MR. WALTERS: Perhaps a factor of two.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: By up to two beyond
the -- in other words, the error factor of two, |
assume, allows for that. You're saying that's in
fact a factor of four? So it's two times two? Or
you're saying --

MR. WALTERS: Actually, the manual isn't
clear on if the two is in both directions.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Okay.

Okay. Counsel or.

MS. DeCARLO: Let's see. M. Kanenoto,
woul d the tree screening that Applicant is -- is
being required to do for mtigation, or that Staff

has proposed, would that reduce the plunme -- plume
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significance to levels of insignificance?

MR. KANEMOTO: In my opinion, it would
have very little effect because the plunes are
much hi gher than the -- the trees would be. And
they would be visible behind the tree barrier.

MS. DeCARLO:. The Applicant had
mentioned that there are other plunes in the
vicinity, specifically the GAF plunmes. Are those
pl umes as dom nant as those that would be
generated by the proposed Unit 8?

MR. KANEMOTO: In general, our
observation so far is no. You know, the proposed
cooling tower is substantially larger than the GWF
pl ant, although |I don't know anything about the
operational characteristics of that plant.

From the point of view of the -- the
foreground view points of concern, the Yacht
Har bor and the Yacht Club, the other plunmes are
not really relevant to the effects that they
experience. Those other plunmes are not
particularly visible fromtheir -- their |ocation.

MS. DeCARLO. M. Walters, even with any
potential hit on efficiency, wouldn't the proposed
Unit 8 still be considerably more efficient than

the conventional boilers?
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MR. WALTERS: Yeah. Combined cycle
systemis around 58 percent efficient, as opposed
to somewhere in the low 30s for a conventiona
power boiler, and we're tal king about a very small
hit on that 58 percent, maybe down to 57.8, 57.7.

MS. DeCARLO:. Do you have any further
comments on your confidence using SACTI?

MR. WALTERS: | think it should be
clear, when we tal ked about things like the fact
that the nodel all of a sudden junmps from
predi ctions, that that's due to the fact that it
basically takes things in specific 35, 36 plume
categories. That junp would be a smpoth curve if
it were allowed -- or understood hourly modeling
and could model every single conbination of wind
speed and -- and tenperature and relative
hum dity.

So the fact that it junps just neans
that at -- at that particular point of view, it's
-- and that particular category it's |ooking at,
and categories worse than that, it predicts a
nunmber greater than that specific one, and just
the next category down, instead of having a smooth
curve to it, it junps a little bit quicker than

you m ght think it woul d.
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But in isotonic relationship with plumes
it is, with any of the conditions, is expected as
-- because as you get closer to 100 percent
relative humdity and cold tenperatures, it takes
considerably more dilution to get down past the
saturation curve

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Well, |I'm presumi ng
that there's a non-linear relationship that at
some point you reach -- you're at no saturation
and all of a sudden you reach super-saturation,
and you just get sonmething. And you may have to
-- have to clinmb a pretty steep curve point to get
there. |I'massumng that -- that that's a | ot of

what's happeni ng.

MR. WALTERS: Well, | think -- maybe
it's -- to understand it, if you did have a foggy
condition and -- which was, you know, a true

hundred percent relative humdity super-saturated
condition already, you know, the model will
essentially predict an infinite plume. And, of
course, it will -- how can the water evaporate
when there's no capacity in the air for it to
evapor at e.

But we've already, you know, taken --

taken those kind of hours out of our assessnent.
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COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Under st and.

Counsel .

MS. DeCARLO: If | could just ask the
Applicant, or the Commttee. The Applicant had
referred to a table with regards to the costs of
-- of the potential hybrid system And a table
wasn't included in the supplenmental testimny, and
we can't find any in data responses. So | -- |
was just hoping for some clarification as to where
that table was.

COVM SSI ONER MOORE: Can you, M.

Var ani ni, can you make sure that the Comm ttee and
Staff get a copy of that table that was referred
to?

MR. VARANINI: Sure. | think, just as
anot her point, there are about four other m nor
areas that we had some concerns about in
conditions. We'll sinply file themwith the Staff
and with the Commttee today. They are in the
nature of quasi-editorial, and I don't want to
take up your time. But just so we can get those
into the record today, as well

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Al'l right.

Well, let nme shift gears. Are you

t hrough, counsel ?
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MS. DeCARLO: Yes, | believe we're
t hr ough.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Al'l right.

M. Chapman, you're here in Intervenor
status. Do you want to offer any comments after
this exchange? And you also will have to speak
very close to the mc.

MR. CHAPMAN: W th regards to the visua
pl ume?

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Yes. Well, you've
been here through the entire proceeding, so the
floor is open for other itens, as well.

MR. CHAPMAN: Okay. There -- at this
time, then, 1'Il -- for the record, the Applicant
has already submtted to you the stipulation that
was agreed to between Sportsnmen Yacht Club and
M rant Corporation.

Just for the record, | will give you --
at the general menbership neeting of April 6th, of
Sportsnmen's Yacht Club, the notion to approve the
spirit of the stipulation, pending sonme |egal
review and things, was approved by a unani nous
vot e.

We will be submitting a resolution

signed by the Board of Directors that is -- also
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have been unani mously agreed to resolve that the
stipulation before the State of California Energy
Resources, Conservation and Devel opment Conmi ssion
by and between the corporation and Mrant Delta
LLC, in the matter of the application, is hereby
true and correct and resolved to.

The only other comment that | wanted to
make now, in the -- in regards to this case, is
more general as to the process of being an
I ntervenor and things.

The -- throughout this case, | think we

at Sportsmen believe that we have been listened to

by everyone invol ved. | believe the -- the
Applicant has heard our comments. | believe the
Staff has heard our comments. It took us the time

period that we've traveled through, it took us
that time period to be understood, though. And as
an Intervenor and as a neighbor to a power plant,
we are not going to have very many opportunities
to do this. And the same level and -- that Staff
and the Comm ssion are educating thenselves as to
the particulars of this project, and other
projects, | can understand how that's going to
accelerate with the nunmerous projects that are

before you.
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I just want to caution the Conmm ssion
and Staff to the pressure that you're receiving
fromoutside political sources, that that
education process is never going to accel erate for
the nei ghbors and the Intervenors of a particular
project. Those nei ghbors and those Intervenors
that are solely concerned with a singular project
are always going to need a reasonabl e amount of
time to get up to speed so that we can communi cate
with the Applicant and the Staff at a |evel that
t hey understand what we're trying to give them

Ot her than that, | thank everybody here.
It -- it has been an educati on.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Wel |, thank you. I
appreci ate those conmments.

We had people who were on the phone |ine
who would like to make comments. |If you'd like to
identify yourself for the record, and offer us
your comments, it's time.

MR. BOYD: Okay. This is M ke Boyd, of
CARE. I --

COVM SSI ONER MOORE: Do you want to
identify what CARE is?

MR. BOYD: Californians for Renewable

Energy, Inc.
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COMM SSI ONER MOORE:  Okay.

MR. BOYD: On the 31st of March,
subm tted a request for consideration on the fact
that the air district needs to deny permts
because they can no | onger issue the permts to
construct and operate, because the BAAQMD has been
notified by EPA that they're in non-attainnment for
ozone. And | was curious if any of the wi tnesses
had received that and read it, and had any
response to that.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Well, |I'm not sure
that a response to that would be appropriate in
this forum Right now, we're not in charge of
what the AQMWMD is doing, and we depend on them for
i ndependent rulings. So |I'm not sure that anyone
here is poised to answer your question.

What's your next point?

MR. BOYD: Well, | don't quite
under st and what your -- your response was there.
You're --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Let me see if | can
try again.

MR. BOYD: -- air quality is on the --
okay.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: This is the
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California Energy Comm ssion, and we work in
partnership with the air quality districts,
including the State Air Resources Control Board,
and when their jurisdiction is exerted, we're not
in a position to either refute it, change it, or
-- or in some other way nodify it.

So having a point about the way they
make their rules is not something that we can
affect, and I'm not sure that anyone here,
including the Applicant or ny Staff, would have an
opinion on it, other than maybe a persona
opinion, but that -- that doesn't have any place
in these hearings.

So | can't go anywhere with your
questi on.

MR. BOYD: Your answer is, then, that
you -- the air district, you have no jurisdiction.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: I don't have any
jurisdiction. There are frequently times when
wish | did, but --

MR. BOYD: Okay.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: -- | don't.

MR. BOYD: But you are basing your
decision on the docunents that have been prepared

by the air district. You're basically certifying
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that they're conplying with the -- the federal
requi rements under the Clean Air Act. Isn't that
true?

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: No, that's not --

MR. BOYD: In order to approve the
project, you have to comply with the Clean Air
Act, and their -- their having an inability to
comply with the requirenments for ozone non-

attai nment.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: | -- I'mnot in a
position --

MR. BOYD: So now how can they issue --
you -- you have to get a permt to construct from

themin order to issue your permt, don't you?
COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Yeah. | -- | have
no way to go with the argument. You're going to
have to take that argument up with CARB
What's your next point?
MR. BOYD: Okay. My other question is,
is there yet a biological opinion on this case?
COMM SSI ONER MOORE: |s there a
bi ol ogi cal opi nion. l''m not --
MR. BOYD: Right. From U S. Fish and
Wl dlife Service, has the biological opinion,

pursuant to Section 7 consultation requirement,
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been issued for this case yet?

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Hang on. I''m going
to look to Staff. Is -- did we request a
bi ol ogi cal opinion, and is there one on file?

MS. DeCARLO: We have. There is not one
yet. | believe it's still -- and the Applicant
can correct me on this -- they're trying to get a
Section 7 process going. They had originally been
through a Section 10 process, and --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: \What's a Section 7
process, as --

MS. DeCARLO:. It's where they're asking
the Army Corps of Engineers to request
consultation with the U S. Fish and Wldlife
Service.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: So this is -- this
is with regard to the intake and the outfall
systems, and -- am | correct?

MS. DeCARLO:. Right. And with just
general construction inpacts.

COWMM SSI ONER MOORE: Okay. And so we
would -- we would normally ask them for an opinion
as a routine measure, the same way that we would
ask WAPA to come in and comment on -- on |ine

connection?
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MS. DeCARLO: Correct. And in our
conditions there is a requirenment that they
receive a biological opinion.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: And so the strict
answer to the question that was asked is there is
no opinion that's come back to us, as yet.

MS. DeCARLO: Correct.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE:  Okay.

MR. BOYD: Has it been applied for?

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Yeah. She j ust
said -- she just said yes, it was, but it has not
come back.

MR. BOYD: Okay. And nmy next question,
then, would be what will be the process for the
public to participate in that opinion, because
that opinion affects the mtigation that will be
proposed for biological resources.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: You know, |
honestly don't know the answer to that. That
happens in the federal forum and it's outside --
outside the jurisdiction of this agency. And it
comes to us fromthe federal government, so |'d
say they're -- you'd have to contact Fish and
Wldlife to get an answer to that question.

MR. BOYD: Of whet her or not that --
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COMM SSI ONER MOORE: How to participate,
because | -- | don't have the answer for you

MR. BOYD: Okay. Now, then my other
question is, is it your intent to close the record
today on this case, on biological opinion -- |
mean, on the biological resource inpact, in the
absence of a biological opinion fromthe U S. Fish
and Wldlife Service?

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: We'll -- actually,
the Hearing Officer is rem nding me that the
record will stay open until we -- until we get
t hat .

MR. BOYD: Okay. Then | would also
request that you keep the record open until such
time as there is a PSD permt issued by the air
district, because they cannot issue that permt
until the biological opinion has been approved and
agreed to by the EPA.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: "Il take your
advice in heart, and we'll use that as -- when we
make our deci sion.

MS. DeCARLO: | can clarify --

MR. BOYD: So am | correct, then, to
interpret that when you close the record at the

end of the hearing today you will not close the
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record on the biological resources or the PSD

permt.

COVM SSI ONER MOORE: No, you're -- you

can understand that we won't close the record on

the biological opinion and that the air district

permt will be still open until we determ ne al

the rel evant pieces have been submtted, but | --

I'"'m not conditioning it on the PSD permt.

MR. BOYD: ©Oh, okay. That's sufficient.

Okay, thank you. That's all 1 have.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Anyone el se who

woul d i ke to comrent ?
MR. HAWKI NS: Yeah. This is Joe
Hawki ns, a citizen of Pittsburg.
I sent you guys some evidence concerning
the air quality and health issues. |t was
formal dehyde froma -- information froma Dr

Thr asher. One was 1987, the other was 1990.

was curious to what you guys canme up with after

you received that.
COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Well, I'm | ooking
around the room and I -- | will tell you ny

office didn't get a copy of that,

and -- and Staff

doesn't seemto indicate that they have a copy

eit her. So --
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MR. HAWKINS: It's in the docket. |
have a receipt for it.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: | -- | don't have
any record of it in the docket. I don't --

MR. HAWKINS: It was done
el ectronically.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: -- | don't know
what to tell you. It's not -- not received in
this case. When did -- do you know when you sent
it, date --

MR. HAWKINS: | don't know the exact
dat e. It was about a couple of weeks ago.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Did -- certified
mai | ?

MR. HAWKINS: No, | did it through the
docket unit. | sent it all the people involved in
the case, and to the docket. And |I've got a
recei pt.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: We'l |l institute a
search, best | can do at this point. W don't
have it.

MR. HAWKINS: Oh. Un
revi ewed, are you guys going to
quality and health issues?

COMM SSI ONER MOORE:
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the -- all | can use is what's in the docket, and

MR. HAWKINS: It's in the docket.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: -- if sonmething
shows up that was either docketed in another case,
or inadvertently set aside, then we'll reopen the
record to take it into account. Otherwise, it is
our intent to close the record.

MR. HAWKI NS: Okay. Well, | have a
problem with that, because it shows that
f ormal dehyde causes autoi nmune di seases, and
that's something you guys didn't |ook over in the
health --

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Was this by e-mail?

MR. HAWKI NS: Yeah.

MS. ROSS: He needed to follow it up
with 11 copies. Did he do that?

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Well, | don't know.
Did you send 11 copies in addition?

MR. HAWKINS: | sent -- sent it
electronically, and that's the way | was told I
could do it.

MR. BOYD: Yeah, he was given approval
to do that by the Comm ssion earlier --

MS. ROSS: Okay. It's my -- this is
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Priscilla Ross, fromthe Public Advisor's office.
And it's nmy understanding that M. Hawkins
wi t hdrew as an intervenor in this case. And when
he submts an e-mail, it's ny understanding that
dockets sends a nmessage to him which says he nust
send 11 copies in order for it to be distributed
to Staff. And it's my understanding that he
didn't do it in this case, or it would ve been
di stributed.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Okay. Well, we'l
-- we will institute a search, and see if we can
find that docket -- that item excuse me, and
include it in our deliberations.

Ot her itens?

MR. HAWKI NS: Yeah, there was some other
information | sent, too, on health issues. | sent
a whol e bunch of e-mails on health issues.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Well, M. Hawkins,
we'll institute a search, and we'll, believe me,
if we can find something with your name on it,
we'll include it in our record.

MR. HAWKI NS:  Okay.

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Al'l right.

Ot her items? Anyone el se?

MR. HAWKINS: | have one other thing |
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wanted to bring out. MWhen | was in the first
wor kshop with you guys, on this 00-AFC-1, the sane
t hi ng happened. You guys spent the whole tinme
tal ki ng about plumes. And personally, | think the
pl umes | ook good, because I'mfrom Amarillo

Texas, and they rem nd me of tornadoes. But, you

know, as far as -- as wasting time, this is a time
waster, is what |1'm seeing. You guys should be
tal ki ng about nore inportant issues, |ike what's

in those plumes, rather than what they ook I|ike.

You know.
And this -- this is -- | find that
hi ghly, you know, it's time wasted. It's a waste
of time. It's like you guys are stalling.
COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Well, fromthis
side of the dais, I'lIl tell you, if there was a
way to get -- to get a shorter -- a shorter

testinony period on this, we'd probably go for it
in a heartbeat.
Ot her points that you want to raise?
MR. HAWKINS: No, that's about it.
COMM SSI ONER MOORE: Okay. Thanks very
much.
All right. Wth that, is there anyone

else in the audience here today who would like to
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comment to us?

Seeing none, |'mgoing to bring this
back to the dais. And M. Shean, |I'mgoing to
turn it back to you and to wrap this up

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. Wel |, as
I indicated at the top, what our proposed schedul e
is, we'll distribute the CDs now. Do we have any
graphics that are being submtted? And there was
one request on the -- on the cover, and | think
the URS people were going to consider working on
t hat .

Is there either a -- a GIF or an EPS
file, or something -- the visual on it?

MR. VARANI NI : When do you need it by?
When would you like to have that?

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: End of the week.
Friday. Friday noon.

HEARI NG OFFI CER SHEAN: Okay. That's

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: All right. We're
going to close this, and close the record.

MS. DeCARLO:. A procedural question.
Does the Comm ttee need any of the visuals that we
have subm tted today on electronic form or

anything el se?
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COMM SSI ONER MOORE: I''m assum ng that

they're all available to us on CD. |Is that right?

Burn a

CD for us?

MS. DeCARLO:. They could be made

avail abl e.

have,
graphs
in PDF

so PDF

we are

COMM SSI ONER MOORE: And coul d we al so

if you wouldn't mnd, these -- these two

that were submtted, so we can have those
or -- whichever is easier.

Actually, right, these are hand-drawn,
or bit map would be fine.

Al right. We will adjourn. Wth that,
adj ourned. Thank you.

(Thereupon the hearing was

adj ourned at 4:40 p.m)
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